Final Evaluation of the Better Opportunities Through Self-Sufficiency Program. by Beech, Patricia et al.
BETTER OPPORTUNITIES 
THROUGH 
SELF-SUFFICIENCY PROGRAM 
(B.O.S.S.) 
FINAL EVALUATION -1990 
HOUSING INFORMATION OFFICE 
CI1Y OF SAINT PAUL 
MINNESOTA . 
S90:)7 

FINAL EVALUATION 
of the 
BETTER OPPORTUNITIES THROUGH SELF-SUFFICIENCY 
PROGRAM 
by 
Patricia Beech 
Barbara Sporlein 
Edward G. Goetz 
Center for Urban and Regional Affairs, 
University of Minnesota 
August 20, 1990 
The authors would like to thank the staff at the Housing 
Information Office of the City of St. Paul for their considerable 
assistance in data collection. In addition, acknowledgement 
should go to Will Craig and Rosanna Armson of the Minnesota 
Center for Survey Research for their assistance with this study. 
I. 
Final Evaluation 
of the 
Better Opportunities Through Self-Sufficiency Program 
TABLE 0 F C O N T E N T S 
Executive Summary. 
Introduction •. . . . . . . . . . 
i 
II. Overview of the BOSS Program .. . . . . . . . . . . 
1 
3 
3 
4 
6 
6 
A. Program Summary . . . . . . . . . . . . . . 
B. Key Elements of the BOSS Program . . . . . . . . 
c. BOSS Participants . . . . . . . . . . . . . . 
D. Past Evaluation Results . . . . . . . . . . 
III. Evaluation Methodology .. . . . . . . . . . . 9 
IV. 
V. 
VI. 
A. Data . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . 9 
B. Evaluation Questions . . . . . . . . . . 9 
c. Evaluation Design . . . . . . . . . . . 10 
D. Survey Questionnaire . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . 10 
Internal Evaluation . . . . . . . . . 
. . 11 
A. How BOSS Worked • . . • . . 11 
B. The Impact of BOSS on the st. Paul HIO. . ..• 16 
c. Funding of BOSS Supplemental Financial Services .. 18 
D. Summary of Internal Evaluation. . . •. 19 
External Evaluation • . . 21 
A. BOSS Participants . . . . . . . . . . • . . 21 
B. Progress Made by BOSS Participants .•.•..... 25 
c. Evaluation of BOSS Services ............ 28 
D. Progress Toward Self-Sufficiency by 
BOSS Participants . . . • . • . . .... 37 
E. Profiles of Six Participants •..•........ 43 
Recommendations 
Appendices ...•. . . . . . 
. . . . . . . • 48 
• • • • • • • 52 
EXECUTIVE SUlOIARY 
FINAL EVALUATION 
of the 
BETTER OPPORTUNITIES THROUGH SELF-SUFFICIENCY PROGRAM 
The U.S. Department of Housing and Urban Development (HUD), in 
1984, created a demonstration program designed to facilitate 
self-sufficiency in low-income single parents. The program, 
called Project Self-Sufficiency (PS-S), was designed to better 
coordinate the services available to single parents, and provide 
stable housing assistance to participants. 
The demonstration program was implemented in 155 communities, 
including st. Paul, Minnesota. The st. Paul program, called 
Better Opportunities Thr9ugh Self-Sufficiency (BOSS), was in 
operation from 1985 through 1989. The program was administered 
by the st. Paul Housing Information Office and served 192 
participants. 
The final program evaluation is divided into six sections. The 
first section describes the HUD PS-S program and provides an 
introduction to the evaluation. Section II presents a 
description of how the BOSS program worked, and summarizes the 
findings from previous program evaluations. Section III 
describes the methodology used in this evaluation to examine the 
impact of the program on participants and the St. Paul HIO. 
Section IV examines the impact of BOSS on ;the HIO. Specific 
components of the program such as the case management approach, 
the development of case plans, and the provision of participant 
benefits are evaluated in this section. Section V examines the 
impact of the BOSS program on the participants. The final 
section is -a set of recommendations regarding how the program 
might be made more efficient and successful. 
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HOW THE PROGRAM WORKED 
The Boss program carried out the following five basic activities: 
1. selected "motivated" and "hard-to-serve" low-income 
single parents, 
2. provided housing assistance with a Section 8 
certificate, 
3. helped participants develop specific case plans for 
achieving self-sufficiency, 
4. helped coordinate community services for single parents, 
5. provided supplemental financial assistance for day care, 
school, and transportation. 
Participants met with counselors at HIO at the beginning of the 
program to develop case plans designed to guide them through the 
process of achieving self-sufficiency. Participants and 
counselors then met periodically to review progress and so that 
the counselor could provide additional referrals or assistance as 
needed by the participant. 
EVALUATION METHODOLOGY 
The evaluation traces the progress of program participants over 
the four years of the program. Because no non-treatment control 
group was available for comparison the evaluation cannot provide 
inferences related to the impact of the program on the 
achievement of self-sufficiency. Instead, the evaluation focuses 
on the ways in which participants used the program, the factors 
related to progress in the program, and the impact of the 
program's implementation on the st. Paul HIO. 
Four data sources are used: 
1. Program application filled out by each participant. 
2. Participant Information Sheets (PIS) filled out by the 
HIO counselors for each of the program participants. These 
information sheets were updated each year. 
3. A mail survey of program participants. 
4. Personal interviews with HIO counselors and the HIO 
executive director. 
PROGRAM IMPLEMENTATION 
Section IV of the evaluation presents the detailed findings 
regarding the implementation of the separate BOSS program 
components and the overall impact of the program on the HIO. 
* When the program began, explaining Section 8 requirements 
to participants and assisting the participants in locating 
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adequate housing was ex~remely time-consuming. 
* Generally there was great satisfaction among participants 
regarding the way the program was implemented. Most 
participants (85.5%) felt that the relationship with their 
HIO counselor was important to their progress in the 
program. A large majority of participants also reported 
satisfaction with their counselors and the way in which the 
case plan was developed and carried out. 
* HIO counselors were dissatisfied with the amount of 
control they had over participants. Counselors expressed 
frustration over the difficulty in monitoring participant 
progress and sometimes even in contacting participants. 
* HIO counselors were initially unfamiliar with some of the 
community services they were charged with coordinating for 
participants. After familiarizing themselves with child 
care and transportation services the counselors reported few 
obstacles in coordinating services with other agencies. 
* One problem with the direct supplemental assistance 
provided by the BOSS program was that it was not 
consistently available to participants. These services, 
funded by private grants, were insufficient to meet 
participant demand, and would periodically run out. 
Participants were often unsure about whether the program 
would be providing these benefits. 
* In the face of inadequate assistance levels, there were 
insufficient guidelines describing which participants would 
receive the assistance and how much they would receive. 
* The st. Paul HIO was given responsibility for the 
implementation of BOSS without being given any additional 
resources. This produced a strain on the services provided 
to BOSS participants an~ HIO's regular, non-BOSS clientele. 
* HIO, without previous grant writing experience, was given 
the task of raising the local matching funds that were 
required by HUD program guidelines. Though an impressive 
campaign of fundraising was carried out by HIO, this effort 
was extremely time consuming and, eventually, insufficient 
to meet program demand. 
PROGRAM IMPACT 
One hundred ninety two (192) single parents were accepted for 
participation in BOSS. All but four of the participants were 
single mothers. Most of the participants were between the ages 
of 20 and 30 when the program began. Over half of the original 
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participants (58%) were white while 35 percent were African-
Americans. Less than 10 percent of the participants had more 
than two children. 
* At the time the program ended there were 126 active 
program participants. That is, there were 126 single 
parents who were either still working toward self-
sufficiency through the BOSS program or who had already 
completed the program. 
* Of the 66 participants who had left the program, 23 lost 
eligibility by either getting married or moving out of st. 
Paul, and 43 dropped out (did not maintain contact with 
their counselors). 
* The makeup of program drop-outs resembles the original 
group of participants on all measured dimensions except 
race. Non-whites make up 60 percent of those who dropped 
out; they constituted only·42 percent of original 
participants. 
* Participants made progress on a number of dimensions: 
75 percent of the 126 active participants were on AFDC 
at the beginning of BOSS compared to 42% when BOSS 
ended. 
81 percent of the active participants were unemployed 
at the beginning of the program, compared to 36% when 
the program ended. 
62 percent of the active participants completed a 
program of training or education while on BOSS, and 
another 20 percent were enrolled at the time the 
program ended. 
Summary Measures of Progress 
The evaluation attempted to summarize the progress of 
participants in three ways. The first measure of progress is 
whether or not the participant finished his/her case plan. The 
second indicator is an additive measure of progress (called 
PROGRESS) on four dimensions: employment status, public 
assistance status, income, and educational status. The third 
measure is the poverty status of participants. 
* Of the active participants, 60 (50%) completed their case 
plans before BOSS ended. 
* Participants using the medical assistance referral from 
BOSS were significantly less likely to complete their case 
plans. This suggests that the existence of medical problems 
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for participants or their children was a significant 
impediment to program completion. 
* 72 percent of active participants made progress on the 
PROGRESS variable. 32 percent of the participants made 
progress on three or more of the dimensions. 
* The longer a participant had been on AFDC the less 
progress that participant was likely to make during the 
program. 
* Parents with younger children made less progress than 
parents with older children. 
* Participants who received financial assistance for 
education averaged a far higher level of PROGRESS than those 
who did not receive such assistance. 
* When BOSS began, 82 percent of the participants were 
below the U.S. poverty level. By the end of the program 
that percentage fell to 51 percent. 
* Younger parents, white participants, and those with more 
than one child were more successful in escaping poverty 
during the program. 
* 78 percent of those participants who had completed their 
case plans were above the poverty level when the program 
ended. 
* Participants enrolled in educational programs when the 
program ended were more likely to be below the poverty level 
than other participants. 
Utilization of Program Services 
The survey of program participants and the information sheets 
provided by HIO staff provide data on the utilization of services 
offered by BOSS. 
* Financial assistance for education was the most widely 
used service offered by BOSS. 68 percent of active 
participants received this assistance. Medical assistance 
referral was used by 40 percent of the participants and 
financial assistance for day care was used by 29 percent. 
All other services were used by less than 20 percent of BOSS 
participants. 
* The Section 8 housing assistance was very helpful to 
participants. 74 percent of the survey respondents were 
satisfied with their housing situation. The Section 8 was 
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perhaps most useful in reducing the shelter burden of 
participants. Over 90 percent of BOSS-participants paid 
more than one-third of their incomes on housing before the 
BOSS program. The Section 8 certificate reduces the 
tenant's portion of the rent to 30 percent of his/her 
income. Survey respondents indicated that the Section 8 
helped to improve the quality of their housing as well. 
* Almost one-third (31%) of the survey respondents 
reported, however, that they had some difficulties finding 
housing with their certificates. Most (83%) of those 
reporting problems claimed that they were discriminated 
against because of the Section 8 certificate. Another 37 
percent reported discrimination against them because they 
are single parents. 
* Almost half (47%) of the survey respondents cited day 
care assistance as one of the two most important services 
offered by BOSS. 
* Financial aid for education was (after housing) the most 
widely used service provided by BOSS. 80 percent of the 
survey respondents were satisfied with the school or job 
training program in which they enrolled. Paradoxically, 
only 61 percent stated that the amount of education they 
received was enough to enable them to obtain a better job. 
* Of those who received financial aid for education, 72 
percent completed their program of training compared to 45 
percent of those not receiving aid. 
* Survey respondents indicated some confusion over what 
services were made available through BOSS. 
RECOMMENDATIONS 
The evaluation offers the following recommendations for improving 
the operation of BOSS: 
1. Case management and social service.- training should be 
provided to self-sufficiency case managers. 
2. The drop out rate can be reduced by making self-
sufficiency programs more attractive to participants. 
a. Funding for participant services should be 
regularized so that no interruption in services occur, 
and should be increased so that participant demand can 
be met. 
vi 
b. Financial aid for post-secondary education and 
training is an essential part of the self-sufficiency 
process and should be included in future programs. 
c. Housing assistance is also an essential part of 
self-sufficiency and should be included in future 
programs. 
d. Day care financial assistance should be made 
available to all participants needing it. 
e. Self-sufficiency programs should also include 
assistance for medical care. 
3. Guidelines for the determination of who qualifies for 
direct financial assistance and rules for the distribution 
of that assistance should be provided to counselors and 
participants. 
4. Participants should be given a list of the services made 
available by the program at the beginning of.the program, 
and counselors should review that list with participants at 
the time of case plan development and regularly thereafter. 
5. Resources for the implementation of self-sufficiency 
programs should be provided to the agency responsible for 
program administration. 
6. Self-sufficiency programs should acknowledge and respect 
the time consuming nature of the self~sufficiency process by 
expanding the time allowed for participants to increase 
their educational resources. 
7. Programs aimed at increasing the self-sufficiency of 
single parents should incl~de waivers for previous 
educational loan defaults. 
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I. Introduction1 
Concern over the escalating expenditures for welfare assistance 
in the early 1980 1 s led to a search for ways to contain such 
costs. One view of the problem is that these costs increase 
because the welfare system does not encourage people receiving 
assistance to return to work. Structural elements of the system 
often discourage people from taking the steps necessary to secure 
adequate jobs. For example, payments to low-income single 
parents in the Aid to Families with Dependent Children (AFDC) 
program are often reduced when they receive financial assistance 
to return to school - a place where they can develop the skills 
needed to qualify for jobs that provide income sufficient to 
eliminate their need for public assistance. In addition, many 
single parents receiving AFDC are not eligible for financial 
assistance for day care that would provide them the freedom to go 
to school or return to work. Thus, the welfare system can 
obstruct the efforts of single parents who want to become more 
financially independent. 
A lack of coordination between public assistance programs such as 
AFDC and other community services designed to assist single 
parents is also viewed as a fundamental problem with the welfare 
system. Many single parents receive little or no help in 
locating other services available in the community that could 
assist them in returning to school or looking for work. They 
often find it difficult to pull together all the pieces that are 
necessary for them to become financially self-supporting. 
In response to these criticisms of the welfare system, the U.S. 
Department of Housing and Urban Development (HUD) established 
Project Self-Sufficiency (PS-S) in 1984. PS-S aims at better 
coordination of the various services available to single parents. 
Program counselors work indiviqually with parents to help them 
"put the necessary pieces together" to return to work. As a 
demonstration program PS-S offers an opportunity to examine how 
well this approach works in helping single parents move off 
welfare. 
The demonstration program was implemented in 155 communities in 
37 states, Guam, Puerto Rico, and Washington D.C. HUD's 
contribution was a total of 10,000 Section 8 housing 
certificates. The localities were responsible for administering 
1The background, overview, and past evaluation sections were 
largely taken from Oetjen, Eric (1988) "BOSS: An External 
Evaluation - 1987", st. Paul Housing Information Office, st. 
Paul, MN; and Goetz, Edward (1989) "An Evaluation of the st. Paul 
Better Opportunities Through Self-Sufficiency Program", st. Paul 
Housing Information Office, st. Paul, MN. 
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the program, coordinating local services, and securing funds for 
direct services and financial assistance. 
st. Paul, Dakota County, and Minneapolis were the three 
communities in Minnesota to participate in the demonstration 
program. This report presents the results of the final program 
evaluation of the St. Paul PS-S program called "Better 
Opportunities Through Self-Sufficiency (BOSS}". The evaluation 
was prepared by independent evaluators and was funded by a grant 
from a local foundation. 
Part II of the evaluation presents an overview of the BOSS . 
program. This section describes how the program works, how it 
was implemented in st. Paul by the Housing Information Office 
(HIO}, and summarizes the findings from the previous program 
evaluations. Section III describes the methodology used in this 
evaluation to examine both the administration of the program and 
the program's effect on the participants. Section IV constitutes 
the Internal Evaluation, or the examination of the implementation 
of the program. In this section the impact of BOSS on the 
Housing Information Office is evaluated, as are the specific 
components of the program; the case management approach, the 
development of case plans, the housing, child care, and 
transportation assistance and the referral system. The External 
Evaluation, or the examination of how the program affected the 
participants, is in Section V. This section first describes the 
BOSS participants, then examines their use of the services made 
available by the program, then evaluates the progress that 
participants made toward self-sufficiency. The final section is 
a set of recommendations regarding how the program might be made 
more efficient and successful. 
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II. overview of the BOSS Program 
A. Program summary 
Better Opportunities Through Self-Sufficiency (BOSS) was the HUD 
Project Self-Sufficiency (PS-S) demonstration program developed 
in st. Paul, Minnesota. Using a case management approach to 
coordinate the necessary services, BOSS sought to help low-income 
single parent families become "self-sufficient". The central 
purpose of the program was to help single parents develop the 
ability to be financially self-supporting, thus eliminating their 
need for government support programs such as AFDC. As a 
demonstration program, the BOSS program also sought to find ways 
to improve the welfare system. Those approaches that work 
particularly well may be used either to reform the existing 
public assistance system or to establish new programs. 
The goal of the program was: 
To help low-income single parents obtain jobs with career 
ladder potential that provide an income sufficient to 
eliminate their need for public assistance. 
BOSS Staff BOSS was administered by the st. Paul Housing 
Information Office (HIO), a division of the Mayor's Office. BOSS 
staff were regular staff members of the HIO including a program 
director and four counselors who worked directly with program 
participants. BOSS responsibilities were in addition to their 
existing full-time duties as housing counselors for HIO. 
BOSS Task Force Each PS-S demonstration program was required by 
HUD to set up a task force to govern the program. BOSS was 
governed by a Blue-Ribbon Task Force appointed by former st. Paul 
Mayor George Latimer. Latimer served as the program's chief 
executive officer. Task Force membership was comprised of people 
representing public agencies, private businesses, community non-
profit organizations, a local foundation, program staff, and a 
BOSS participant (See Appendix 1). Task Force Membership was 
designed to provide a cross-section of people able to assist BOSS 
in coordinating services offered by various ,sectors of the 
community. As part of its responsibility for the major policy 
decisions facing the program, the Task force played the central 
role in developing criteria for selecting motivated single 
parents for the program. 
Phase I and II The BOSS program had two phases (HUD distributed 
the Section 8 certificates in two phases). Phase I, with 91 
original participants, had been active since 1985. Phase II 
began approximately one year later. Phase I and Phase II 
participants were treated in an identical manner except for one 
3 
important variation. Phase II participants were required to be 
either enrolled in school or working before they could officially 
enter the program and receive their Section 8 housing 
certificate. This requirement was not made of Phase I 
participants. 
B. Key Elements of the BOSS Program 
The BOSS program carried out the following five basic activities: 
* 
* 
* 
* 
* 
selected "motivated" and "hard-to-serve" low-income 
single parents; 
provided housing assistance 
helped participants develop 
reaching self-sufficiency; 
-
with a Section 8 certificate; 
specific case plans for 
helped coordinate community services for single parents; 
provided supplemental financial assistance for day care, 
school, and transportation. 
Selection Criteria In setting up the PS-S, HUD determined that 
the program should focus on single parents who are motivated to 
become "self-sufficient". Because PS-S was a demonstration 
program, HUD also encouraged local sites to include "hard-to-
serve" participants in their programs. HUD described "hard-to-
serve" as people with characteristics that make it particularly 
difficult to become self-sufficient. Such characteristics 
include: long-term use of public assistance; little or no work 
experience; and/or lack of education. To help identify 
"motivated" and "hard-to-serve" single parents, the BOSS Task 
Force developed a set of applicant criteria (See Appendix 2). 
The Amherst H. Wilder Foundation assisted the BOSS Task Force in 
the development of these criteria. 
The criteria are based on several indicators believed to be 
predictors of program success. These include: educational 
background, marital status, age of parent when the first child 
was born, and work experience. Those applicants receiving high-
scores were described as "motivated" or having a high likelihood 
of success. Those with low-scores were classified as "hard-to-
serve" or having a lesser chance of success. The criteria appear 
to be most appropriately described as predicting an applicant's 
chances for success, as opposed to representing a true indicator 
of motivation. 
Selection of Participants In selecting people to participate in 
BOSS, the program was required by HUD to give first priority to 
single parents on the Section 8 waiting list. Everyone on the 
waiting list was notified of the program and single parents were 
encouraged to apply. Applicants determined to be eligible were 
then scored according to the selection criteria. Those scoring 
19 points or higher were considered high-scoring, while those 
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scoring 18 points or lower were considered low-scoring. The 
selection process began by interviewing high-scoring applicants 
starting with those at the top of the list and working down until 
65 percent of the slots in the program were filled. The slots 
for low-scoring participants were filled by starting with the 
highest scoring applicants of the low-scoring group until the 
remaining slots were filled. 
Section 8 Certificate All applicants accepted into the program 
received Section 8 housing certificates. The certificate helps 
single parent families reduce the portion of their income they 
must use for rent. Families holding a Section 8 pay, at most, 
30% of their income for housing costs (rent plus major 
utilities). The local Public Housing Authority (PHA) makes up 
the difference between this amount and the rent charged for the 
living unit. The unique quality of the Section 8 certificate is 
that they can be used for rental units anywhere in the city and 
are not limited to government-subsidized buildings. However, the 
housing unit chosen must be inspected and approved by the local 
PHA, and the rent cannot exceed the limit set by Section 8 
guidelines. Federal law prohibits the revocation of a Section 8 
certificate from the holder as long as that holder remains within 
the income guidelines. This means BOSS staff do not have the 
authority to revoke a Section 8 for non-compliance with the 
program. 
Case Management Approach BOSS was designed to tailor its 
assistance to the specific needs of each single parent. 
Counselors worked with each participant one-on-one to develop a 
"case plan" which identified self-sufficiency goals and described 
the steps that were to be taken to reach those goals. Based on 
the case plan, counselors assisted participants in arranging the 
support services (e.g day care assistance, career counseling, 
etc.) that helped them to pursue their goals. 
Supplemental Assistance In many instances, BOSS participants 
were not eligible or faced long waiting lists for help from those 
community programs that provide financial assistance for day 
care, school, and transportation. To fill this gap several local 
foundations provided funds that help BOSS participants meet such 
expenses (See Appendix 3 for a list of contributing foundations). 
Funds were distributed as available. Al tho.ugh no clear 
guidelines for the distribution of funds were ever developed 
beyond maximum allowable amounts, a participant requesting aid 
for transportation, for example, was required to fill out an 
application for these funds which was then turned over to the 
director for the final decision. 
Development of Case Plans At the start of the BOSS program, the 
counselors made a home visit and worked with each participant to 
develop a case plan which describes their goals for self-
sufficiency and the steps they needed to carry-out to reach those 
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goals. In many cases participants need to develop additional 
skills in order to be qualified for the type of job they wish to 
pursue. The case plan was structured as a contract between the 
participant and the BOSS program. However, the plan could have 
been modified as conditions and circumstances change. In 
addition to clarifying the specific steps to be taken by 
participants, the process of developing a case plan also helped 
in determining the types of service or assistance they needed to 
reach their goals. 
Supplemental Financial Assistance For many single parents the 
added expenses of day care, books, and getting to school are 
beyond the family's income. If they were not eligible for or 
could not access sources of financial assistance outside of the 
programs, BOSS provided participants with limited financial 
assistance to help cover these costs. 
To summarize the key elements of Boss, the program identified 
both "motivated" and "hard-to-serve" single parents to 
participate in the program. Those who agreed to take part were 
awarded a Section 8 certificate. Participants then worked with a 
counselor to find housing and develop a case plan. Next, with 
assistance from the counselor, participants worked to carry-out 
the steps in their case plan. When all the steps in the case 
plan are completed, participants should be employed and able to 
support their families without public assistance. 
c. BOSS Participants 
There was wide variation in the characteristics of single parents 
in the program. They ranged from 20 to 57 (at the time they 
began the program). Nearly half were parents who were married at 
one time but were separated, widowed, or divorced at the time 
they entered BOSS. While most.of the 192 participants were 
women, four single parent fathers took part in the program. 
Family size ranged from one to five children, with a majority of 
parents having one or two children. Forty two percent of BOSS 
participants were from minority groups including Black, American 
Indian, Asian and Hispanic. (See section V-A for a more detailed 
breakdown of program participants.) 
D. Past Evaluation Results 
1988 External Evaluation The 1988 external evaluation examined 
the impact of Phase I of the program after two years of 
operation. It also looked at the progress of participants during 
the first year of Phase II. The following is a summary of the 
major findings taken from "Better Opportunities Through Self-
Sufficiency: An External Evaluation - 1987", Eric Oetjen, 
Housing Information Office, City of St. Paul, 1988. 
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* overall, BOSS is effective and has made a positive 
difference in the lives of most participants. 
* Phase I Completion Rate Appears Promising. A program 
completion rate near 60% for current Phase I participants 
appears to be a very real possibility. Among current Phase 
I participants, nearly 30% have completed the program. An 
additional 40% have made significant progress in the program 
and show potential for successfully completing BOSS. 
* Section 8 Certificate is Essential to Program's 
Effectiveness. The Section 8 certificate serves to 
stabilize the family's housing situation, allowing the 
participant to devote more of their time and energy to 
improving their circumstances. In addition, by reducing the 
amount the family spends on housing, the Section 8 also 
helps participants meet the extra expenses of child care, 
school, and transportation. 
* Two Years is not adequate time to achieve self-
sufficiency. Progress toward self-sufficiency for most BOSS 
participants is not a smooth, straight path. As single 
parents they encounter numerous obstacles which slow their 
progress, and at times leads them to change their direction. 
1989 External Evaluation The 1989 external evaluation done by 
Edward Goetz presents findings on program implementation and 
achievements through December, 1988. The following is a summary 
of findings taken from "An Evaluation of the st. Paul Better 
Opportunities Through Self-Sufficiency Program", Edward Goetz, 
Housing Information Office, City of st. Paul, 1989. 
* Sixty nine percent (n=i33) of the original participants 
are still involved in the program. 
* Twenty four percent (n=32) of the current participants 
have completed the program and achieved self-sufficiency. 
* Thirty one percent (n=41) of the current participants 
have made significant progress in the ,program. 
* Forty five percent (n=60) of the current participants 
have made limited progress in the program. 
* Program participants have made significant progress on 
three dimensions: 53% of current participants on AFDC at 
the beginning of program have moved off AFDC during the 
program; 62% of current participants are now employed; 41% 
of current participants have completed a post-secondary 
education or training program; only one-fourth of current 
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participants have shown no progress on any of these three 
dimensions. 
* A combination of individual characteristics and program 
related factors contributed to the success of participants: 
level of education brought into the program; and the 
completion of an education/training program during BOSS were 
important contributors to program success. 
* Medical assistance referrals, and financial aid for 
school and day care were by far the most widely used 
services offered by BOSS. 
* Program participants report that BOSS had a positive 
impact on their self-esteem, and has allowed them to pursue 
their educational and personal goals. 
* Ninety seven percent of BOSS participants responding to a 
survey reported that the Section 8 Certificate was "very 
important" to them. It allowed them to provide better safer 
housing for their families and stabilized their housing 
situation so they could meet other basic needs. 
* Both participants and counselors were enthusiastic in 
their support of the program. They also felt that potential 
changes in the program should focus on further defining the 
relationship between participant and counselor. 
8 
III. Evaluation Methodology 
A. Data 
The evaluation utilizes a variety of data sources that provide 
information on the background of participants, how participants 
responded to BOSS, how they have progressed through the program, 
and their use of the different services offered by BOSS. The use 
of these varied data sources will provide a comprehensive look at 
the experiences of single parents in the BOSS program. 
The first source of data for the evaluation is the program 
application filled out by participants before they began the 
program. These applications provide demographic background 
information such as age, sex, ethnicity, family size and makeup, 
and job and housing history. 
The second data source is the Participant Information Sheet 
filled out for each participant by the program counselors. These 
forms were developed to provide information on the participant's 
progress through the program and include, among other things, 
descriptions of employment, educational and AFDC status, level of 
income, and the use of services provided by BOSS. For this 
evaluation, the informations sheets have been provided for 
clients at the end of the fourth program year or for the year in 
which they completed or were dropped from the program. 
The third source of data for the evaluation is from surveys of 
program participants. A survey was conducted by mail of all BOSS 
participants (see Appendix 4). Participants were asked about the 
impact of the program on their lives, and for their comments 
regarding the operation of the program. 
The final source of data comes from personal interviews with the 
program counselors and with the director of the Housing . 
Information Office. Counselors were asked about their attitudes 
toward the program and for their opinion regarding the 
implementation of the program. The director answered question 
about the start up of the BOSS program, funding for services and 
the impact of the BOSS program on the workloads of staff at the 
Housing Information Office. 
B. Evaluation Questions 
Generally, this evaluation attempts to provide answers to two 
categories of questions. The Internal Evaluation, addresses the 
impact of the BOSS program on the Housing Information Office and 
on the workloads of the staff and will deal with aspects of the 
program's operation. How was the administrative burden of BOSS 
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handled and distributed? Was funding for services adequate? 
What changes would the counselors like to see made in the 
program? What were the participants and counselors attitudes 
regarding their relationship about BOSS. This section uses self-
reported information from the counselors and program participants 
to document the operation of the program. 
The External Evaluation will focus on the effectiveness of the 
BOSS program in fostering self-sufficiency among participants. 
What percentage of participants completed the program? How many 
have left the AFDC program and are now currently employed? How 
many have completed their GED and/or upgraded their post-
secondary education? Additionally, this section will focus on 
what made some participants more successful than others. What 
factors contributed to the success of participants in the 
program? The factors explored in this evaluation are background 
characteristics such as age or employment history and factors 
relating to how the participant used the BOSS program such as the 
number of services used or the amount of contact maintained with 
the counselor. 
c. Evaluation Design 
The data allow a longitudinal examination of participant progress 
through the BOSS program. By focusing on the changes in AFDC, 
school and employment status, it will be possible to gauge the 
extent to which participants have approached self-sufficiency 
under the program. Unfortunately, an experimental design with 
control groups was not possible. This design constraint allows 
us to make no inferences regarding the impact of the program in 
improving the self-sufficiency of the participants (compared to 
what would have occurred in the absence of the program). Thus 
the evaluation of program success will focus on the individual 
progress of BOSS participants, without a_comparision to non-BOSS 
AFDC recipients. For the examination of the factors contributing 
to self-sufficiency, the implementation issues and the response 
of participants to BOSS, a control groups design is, however, 
unnecessary. 
Generally, Phase I and Phase II participants are treated in the 
following analyses as one group. Where it was deemed relevant to 
divide the participants into Phase I and Phase II it was done. 
D. survey Questionnaire 
In order to incorporate the attitudes of program participants in 
the evaluation, participants were surveyed by mail in April and 
May of 1990. The survey questions sought participants' opinions 
about specific elements of the program, aspects of the program 
they found important, and aspects they would change. 
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IV. Internal Evaluation 
In this section of the evaluation, the BOSS program is evaluated 
in terms of the implementation of its separate program components 
and its overall impact on the Housing Information office. 
A. How BOSS worked 
In addition to the selection of "motivated" and "hard to serve" 
low income single parents, the BOSS program carried out the 
following four basic activities. 
* provided housing assistance with a Section 8 certificate 
* helped participants develop specific individual case plans 
for reaching self-sufficiency 
* helped coordinate community services for single parent 
participants 
* provided supplemental financial assistance for day care, 
school, and transportation, and limited financial 
assistance for other needs 
Financial Housing Assistance The Section 8 certificate served 
as an incentive to single parents to participate in BOSS and to 
work toward self-sufficiency because those who were selected and 
agreed to participate did not have to wait the usual three to 
five years to obtain a housing certificate. However, the Section 
8 served as more than an incentive; it also provided financial 
assistance to families in the program. By reducing the 
proportion of a participant's income that had to be used to pay 
for housing, the certificate increased the amount of money 
available to meet the family's other basic needs. The Section 8 
was important to the self-sufficiency objective of BOSS because 
it worked not only to stabilize the family's housing situation, 
but also their financial circumstances. 
The housing counselors reported spending a lot of their BOSS time 
at the beginning of the program explaining the Section 8 
specifications to the participants and then helping them find 
housing which met the Section 8 guidelines. ,- This was a job which 
was less time-consuming during Phase II because, during this time 
period, only 2 bedroom certificates were allocated. It was much 
easier for participants looking for 2 bedroom units to find ones 
which met the cost and quality standards required for the use of 
a Section 8. Phase I participants searching to use certificates 
for 3 and 4 bedroom housing units had a much more difficult time 
finding anything at or below the Fair Market Rent (see section 
VI-B-1). In fact, two Phase I participants had to return their 
Section 8 certificates after unsuccessful searches for applicable 
larger units that met the rent guidelines. 
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Development of Case Plans At the start of the BOSS program, 
the counselors made a home visit and worked with each participant 
to develop a case plan which described their goals for self-
sufficiency and the steps they needed to carry out to reach those 
goals. In many cases participants needed to develop additional 
skills in order to be qualified for the type of job they wished 
to pursue. The case plan was structured as a contract between 
the participant and the BOSS program. However, the plan could 
have been modified as conditions and circumstances changed. In 
addition to clarifying the specific steps to be taken by 
participants, the process of developing a case plan also helped 
in determining the types of service or assistance they needed to 
reach their goals. 
For example, one participant, whose goal was to get an RN degree, 
indicated on her case plan that she would meet with the director 
of admissions at her college to work out her registration and 
course work, would try to secure part time employment to help pay 
for her schooling, would apply for financial aid for her 
education, and would take steps to secure day care for her one 
child. 
Another participant set the goal of enrolling in a two year 
training program. To achieve this, she stated on her case 
management plan that she would first seek out aptitude testing at 
the Saint Paul Vocational Technical Institute .. She also agreed 
to look for sources of financial aid for her education and for 
child care that would accomodate the special health needs of her 
child. She also requested assistance from BOSS in looking for 
housing, as conditions in the apartment unit she was occupying 
were aggravating the health problems of her child. 
Generally, participants responding to the mail survey expressed 
satisfaction with the case plan and its development. Eighty four 
percent (84%) of the respondents thought that their case plans 
were somewhat or very helpful to them (41% somewhat helpful and 
43% very helpful). Only 16 percent of the respondents thought 
the case plan was not very helpful, and this matches the 16 
percent who felt dissatisfied with the development of the case 
plans. The largest single response category, 43 percent of the 
respondents were very satisfied with the way their case plans 
were developed. This suggests that counselors were able to 
successfully integrate the needs and desires of participants into 
the accepted case plans. 
A potentially important factor in the progress toward fulfillment 
of the case plan objectives was the relationship between the 
counselor and the client. All of the counselors agreed that 
their role varied according to the needs of the participants they 
were working with, but in general they characterized their 
initial role as being to explain and clarify the BOSS and Section 
8 guidelines. It was at this point that they helped participants 
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define and set goals which would lead them to self-sufficiency. 
Later the role of the counselor evolved into that of a 
facilitator of services and a contact/support person. As the 
participants began to take on more of the responsibility for 
attaining the various aspects of their case plans, the counselor 
in many instances became an "informal mentor" rather than a 
"task-master". 
A majority of the participants (53.9%) described their 
relationships with their counselors as very important to their 
progress in BOSS, and 31.6% viewed the relationship with the 
counselor as somewhat important. Table 1 shows the frequency 
with which participants had contact with their couselors, and 
points out that most participants maintained regular contact, 
with most talking to or meeting with their counselor at least 
every 1-2 months. Almost all of the participants (94.6%) stated 
that they were able to spend as much time as they wanted with 
their counselor. 
N = 73 
Table 1 
Frequency of Contact with Counselor 
Less than once/month 
Once every 1-2 months 
Every 2-3 months 
Every 4-6 months 
Every 6-12 months 
Less than once/year 
Percent 
15.1% 
.34.2% 
19.2% 
12.3% 
12.3% 
6.8% 
overall, the use of the case management approach, and especially 
the fact that the plan was highly individualized was an asset to 
the BOSS program. Clients had the freedom to set goals on BOSS 
that weren't possible with many other welfare or self-sufficiency 
programs (to go to photography or cosmetology school for example, 
or to pursue a 4 year degree). 
Participants also had a chance to work interactively with BOSS 
counselors to revise plans as circumstances dictated was an asset 
to the BOSS program. In fact, one-third (32%) of the 
participants did change their case plans at some point during the 
BOSS program. Changing the case plan, however, seemed to 
indicate the participant was having some difficulty in the 
program. Three quarters (76%) of those who changed their case 
plans had not completed their plans by the time the BOSS program 
ended, compared to only 36 percent of those who did not change 
their case plans (X2 = 13.35, p <.001). 
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For their part, however, counselors were dissatisfied with the 
amount of control they had over participants. A common theme in 
the interviews with the counselors was that some of the 
participants had made no progress on their case plans and had 
agreed to participate in BOSS only to get a Section 8 
certificate. In the 1989 BOSS evaluation (Goetz, 1989) it was 
noted that counselors "felt a tension between their 'facilitator' 
role and the need to monitor participants• progress ... Each 
counselor interviewed expressed dissatisfaction at having to 
'nag' or keep 'surveillance' over participants (p. 23) . 11 Some 
counselors feel that the authority to revoke Section 8 
certificates for non-compliance would, by imposing an important 
sanction onlagging participants, relieve the counselor of the 
need to cajole participants into program compliance. It was 
their feeling that granting the counselors the power to revoke 
the certificate would have given BOSS participants who were 
making little or no progress the incentive to move forward toward 
self-sufficiency. 
As a way of addressing this the BOSS program required that 
participants in Phase 2 already be enrolled in a program of 
training or education, or be employed before entering the BOSS 
program. This did result in a slightly reduced drop rate from 27 
percent of Phase 1 participants to 18 percent of Phase 2 
participants (X2 non-significant). However, Phase 2 participants 
did not evidence any greater rate of case plan completion or 
program progress, in fact they were slightly less successful than 
Phase 1 participants. Fifty four percent (54%) of Phase 1 and 46 
percent of Phase 2 participants completed their case plans (X2 = 
.54, non-significant). 
Coordination of Community Services As participants proceeded 
through the steps of their case plans, the counselors provided 
help as needed in obtaining the services necessary for them to 
complete the various steps. 
The counselors in general reported few obstacles in coordinating 
services with other agencies. This was predominately due to the 
fact that the participants themselves were aware of and often 
already hooked up to community support services other than BOSS. 
Also, as BOSS became a more familiar program in the county and as 
the counselors became more aware of the services provided by 
other agencies, the interagency coordination improved. The 
following are examples of the coordination efforts of the BOSS 
counselors: 
* helped participants qualify for Title XX day care funds 
* provided participants with lists of day care providers 
* ensured that county programs such as WIN and Title XX did 
not remove BOSS participants from eligibility for their 
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programs 
* hooked participants up to testing, job search, job 
placement, and career counseling services at local 
educational institutions 
* recommended personal counseling programs to participants, 
(i.e. chemical dependency, weight control) 
* helped very low income participants qualify for Medical 
Assistance through Ramsey county 
Provision of Supplemental Financial Assistance Many single 
parents on the BOSS program were in need of funds for items which 
were not covered by other agencies or programs. With funds from 
13 foundations for child care, counseling, job training, and 
transportation, the BOSS counselors were able to provide 
participants with financial assistance to cover these costs. 
Along with paying tuition and job training costs, providing bus 
cards, and offering supplemental funds for child care, the BOSS 
program was also able to provide limited funds for some special 
needs. Examples of some of these special circumstances include: 
* repayment of defaulted student loans so participants 
would both be free of nagging debts and eligible for 
financial aid upon enrollment in school or training 
* payment of books and school supplies for participants 
enrolled in school or training but with no extra funds to 
meet these needs 
* provision of money for the short term day care needs of 
participants while they were job hunting or during school 
vacations 
Two BOSS counselors expressed being uncomfortable about having 
the discretion over which participants got funding without having 
clear guidelines about how to prioritize the funding requests. 
This became an especially acute problem when funds for services 
ran low and many participants had to be turned down for financial 
assistance. These two counselors also felt- that funding for 
services on BOSS was not quite adequate and that there were 
especially spotty resources for transportation and child care, a 
fact that is highlighted by the numbers of participants who 
needed these services but were not able to make use of them (see 
section VI-B). All but one counselor felt that funding was not 
needed for any additional services that were not offered directly 
by BOSS. The one who disagreed cited a need for money for the 
participants' medical expenses. 
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B. The Impact of BOSS on the st. Paul HIO 
Because the st. Paul Department of Planning and Economic 
Development (PED) was better equipped and had had more experience 
with HUD and grant writing, PED submitted the st. Paul PS-S 
application to HUD. However, PED was not set up to administer a 
program like Project Self-Sufficiency. The mayor approached HIO 
and decided, along with the director of HIO at that time, that 
HIO was one of the only city agencies that had a social service 
background and could handle the administration of the program. 
At the time when the program began HIO consisted of five full-
time housing counselors, one clerical person, one director, and 
two part-time student interns. HIO received no additional 
funding for services and operating costs or additional staff 
persons either from HUD or the city of st. Paul. One full-time 
person was funded by a private foundation to work on BOSS and 
other HIO activities. When HIO lost two full-time counselors in 
1986, the office did not receive funding to replace them. One 
counselor was promoted to director and the case load was divided. 
among the remaining four counselors. 
The new responsibilities associated with the BOSS program were 
added to the staff's existing full-time duties as housing 
counselors at the HIO. Existing duties include a variety of 
activities related to housing, most are in the form of 
information, referral, and counseling. 
The estimated non-BOSS workload is 70-100 calls into HIO a day 
with each counselor receiving approximately 10 new clients a day 
in addition to their continuing clients. Not all new calls 
require case management. Often times people call to inquire 
about the process of obtaining a building permit. The counselor 
will simply answer the client's questions without writing up the 
case. The same can be said for other calls requiring information 
the counselors can readily supply. On the other hand, calls 
relating to tenant/landlord relations or relocation usually 
require the counselor to write up the case for continuing 
management. How long a client is considered on the caseload 
depends on the type of services they need from HIO. 
For a large portion of the BOSS program, four counselors were 
responsible for maintenance of the BOSS case plans. Three of 
those had an equal case load and one had a lower case load. The 
size of each counselor's case load fluctuated depending on the 
progress of the BOSS participants and the amount of other HIO 
activities the counselors had to deal with. 
Both the HIO director and the staff felt as though BOSS-related 
activities could have filled a forty-hour work week on their own, 
especially for the first few months after the start-up of each 
phase. Developing the intake forms, tracking system, and the 
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filing system was full-time work for at least one of the 
counselors for over a year after HIO learned they were to 
implement the BOSS program. Other counselors spent an estimated 
35-50% of their time working on the BOSS program for that same 
time period. In addition, the clerical person devoted 15% of her 
time to BOSS in the first year. The amount of time spent on BOSS 
decreased as both the program and the participants progressed. 
However, during periods of program updates and evaluations the 
time spent on BOSS increased to 50 percent again. 
There were a number of factors that contributed to the amount of 
time BOSS demanded of HIO staff especially during the beginning 
of the program. First, BOSS was a new program with no model to 
follow. New forms, program procedures, administrative 
procedures, and selection criteria had to be developed. Related 
to this was the lack of communication between HUD and HIO. It 
was not made clear to HIO staff that program participants had to 
be on the Public Housing Section 8 waiting list. HIO became 
aware of this HUD requirement after it had spent an enormous 
amount of time advertising in the newspaper to the general single 
parent population and reviewing the initial 800-900 responses 
generated by the advertisement. These people had to be notified 
of the requirement. HIO then sent out 400-500 letters to single 
parents on the Public Housing waiting list and received 300 
responses. These applications were reviewed and scored based on 
the selection criteria-developed by the Task Force (see section 
II-B). 
HUD had announced that in addition to the Section 8 certificates 
they would provide technical assistance to the city agencies 
administering the program and an application form for 
participants. Neither were provided until a year after HIO 
started phase I. 
The counselors all came from social service and housing 
backgrounds, have a minimum of a four-year degree, and had a 
working knowledge of many services. Nevertheless, they were not 
aware of some resources, especially in the area of child care and 
job training, nor did they receive the necessary training on 
those services and how to coordinate those services. It took a 
great deal of time and effort for the counselors to learn what 
local services (city, county, and private) ,were available in 
these areas and what the eligibility requirements and waiting 
lists were. The counselors agreed that this aspect of the 
program was confusing and time consuming at the beginning but 
became easier as they worked with the participants and the 
different agencies. 
Another factor contributing to the time spent on BOSS activities 
was the amount of time it took to raise funds for services such 
as day care, school, and transportation. HIO staff were not only 
responsible for coordinating existing services for BOSS 
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participants, but they were responsible also for raising funds 
for the supplemental financial assistance for day care, school, 
and transportation. HIO spent a great deal of time on grant 
writing. A total of 37 foundations and businesses were 
approached, some more than once, of which 14 (38%) were able to 
assist the BOSS program. 
The addition of the BOSS program to the HIO, which was already 
operating at full capacity, meant that some BOSS and non-BOSS 
activities had to suffer. It meant that BOSS participants did 
not receive as much follow up as they should have received. It 
meant those participants that contacted the counselors may have 
received higher quality and quantity of service than those that 
were contacted by the counselor. Tracking down participants was 
very time consuming and the counselors had limited opportunities 
to connect with the participants, especially those who were 
harder to contact. The general HIO clientele would at times 
become frustrated when they would not be able to speak directly 
with a counselor because they were tied up with BOSS activities. 
Basically, the counselors had to prioritize and delay both BOSS 
and other HIO activities. Activities were often handled by which 
deadlines were due first. BOSS staff felt that they were able to 
devote an adequate amount of time to all HIO clients but feel 
clients would have been better served if they had more staff to 
handle the case load. 
In sum, the addition of the BOSS program had a major impact on 
the everyday operation and services provided by HIO, particularly 
at the beginning of each Phase and during program evaluations and 
updates. BOSS was a new program which HIO had to develop in its 
entirety and under a deadline with little or no financial, staff 
and technical help from HUD or the city of st. Paul. HIO staff 
were able to handle both BOSS and non-BOSS activities by juggling 
and prioritizing their responsibilities. Under these 
circumstances, client service inevitably suffered. 
c. Funding of BOSS supplemental Financial services 
As mentioned previously, BOSS staff were responsible for 
attracting local private contributions to the program that were 
mandated by HUD. With little prior grant~writing experience BOSS 
staff completed 37 grant proposals during the four years of the 
program. Table 2 shows the breakdown, by program year, of the 
foundation support received by the program. 
In the first year of the program, foundation support was used to 
contract out for a case manager to assist in the BOSS caseload. 
This position was lost in 1986. Child care funding fell 
dramatically from Year 2 to Year 3, as did educational assistance 
levels. This funding was inadequate to meet the demand of BOSS 
participants and ran out near the end of the year. BOSS staff 
18 
would notify participants that for a few months they would have 
to do without this assistance. Funding would begin again in 
January of the next calendar year. The meager amounts for 
transportation assistance would run out much earlier in the year 
- usually in three or four months, according to BOSS staff. 
Table 2 Outside Funding for Program Areas by Year 
Program Counselor* Child Care Transp 
Year Assistance Asst. 
1985-86 
1986-87 
1987-88 
1988-89 
$27,000 
$ 8,000 
$ 3,000 
$17,000 
$22,000 
$ 7,000 $1,250 
[ .......... $15,000 ......... ] 
Educ. 
Asst. 
$20,000 
$ 8,250 
* This money went to the contract hiring of a case manager. 
1988-89 money was split between three categories. 
D. Summary of Internal Evaluation 
Prog. 
Eval. 
$2,000 
$2,000 
TOTAL 
$44,000 
$52,000 
$21,500 
$15,000 
The evaluation of how the BOSS program was run and how it was 
administered produced the following conclusions: 
1. The initial implementation of the Section 8 housing 
assistance was problematic. Explaining Section 8 guidelines 
and assisting participants in locating adequate housing was 
time consuming for BOSS counselors. In addition, two 
participants were unable to locate any housing with the 
certificate and thus had their certificates revoked. Many 
other participants had a difficult time finding housing. 
2. Participants reported satisfaction with the case 
management approach of BOSS and satisfaction with the BOSS 
counselors. 
3. Participants took advantage of the flexibility of the 
case management approach to revise their case plans to fit 
changing circumstances. 
4. Counselors reported dissatisfaction with the lack of 
means by which to enforce program participation and 
compliance. It appears that some participants entered the 
program, received the Section 8 housing assistance, and then 
made no further attempt to participate in BOSS. 
5. There were insufficient administrative guidelines, or 
written decision rules for determining which participants 
received supplemental financial assistance (for day care, 
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transportation and education) from the BOSS program. 
6. The BOSS program was placed in the HIO without 
commensurate resources to implement the program. HIO staff 
were forced to integrate BOSS activities into their 
workloads. In addition, Project Self-Sufficiency program 
guidelines imposed a burden on HIO staff in that the 
participation of the local private sector was required. 
This necessitated an extensive grant-writing effort by BOSS 
staff. 
7. BOSS staff reported that the increased workload 
represented by BOSS at times resulted in a lower quality of 
service to both BOSS participants and non-BOSS HIO clients. 
8. outside funding for services, though extensive, was 
insufficient to meet the demand of BOSS participants. This 
resulted in gaps of service during which no supplemental 
funding was available to any BOSS participant. 
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v. External Evaluation 
In this section of the report the· impact of the BOSS program on 
the participants is evaluated. Specifically, the use of BOSS 
program services, the progress toward self-sufficiency made by 
participants, and how program services contributed to that 
progress will each be examined. Informati9n for this section was 
obtained primarily through the Participant Information Sheets 
filled out for each participant by the counselors, and a mail 
survey of BOSS participants. 
A. BOSS Participants 
There were 192 original participants in the BOSS program. Table 
3 describes the orginal participants. Four of the 192 
Table 3: Profile of Original BOSS Participants 
Male: 
Female: 
Age: 
18-25 
26-30 
31-35 
35+ 
Race: 
White 
Black 
Amer. Indian 
Hispanic 
Asian 
Education: 
Less than high school diploma 
High School Diploma 
More than high school diploma 
Number of children: 
One 
Two 
Three 
Four 
Five 
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4 ( 2%) 
188, (98%) 
93 (49%) 
47 (25%) 
31 (16%) 
20 (10%) 
111 (56%) 
66 (35%) 
8 ( 4%) 
3 ( 2%) 
3 ( 2%) 
,- 27 (14%) 
105 (56%) 
57 (30%) 
126 (66%) 
45 (23%) 
16 ( 8%) 
1 ( 1%) 
4 ( 2%) 
participants were single fathers, the rest were single mothers. 
Most of the participants were between the age of 20 and 30 when 
the program began. Only 10 percent were older than 35 in 1985 
when BOSS started up.- over half of the participants were white 
(58%) while African Americans made up-35 percent of the group. 
In terms of educational attainment, 70 percent of the 
participants entered the program with a high school diploma, 16 
percent had a GED (high school diploma equivalent) and 15 percent 
had neither. Most of the single parents in the program had only 
one child (65%) at the beginning of the program. Less than 10 
percent of the participants had more than two children. 
At the time the program ended there were 126 active program 
participants. That is, there were 126 single parents who were 
either still working toward self-sufficiency through the BOSS 
program or who had already completed the program. Sixty six (66) 
of the orginal participants had left the program. Updated 
information on these participants was impossible to obtain and 
they are therefore left out of the main analysis to follow. 
There were essentially two reasons why an original participant 
left the program, either he/she lost eligibility for the program, 
or the participant failed to keep contact with the counselor. A 
participant could lose eligibility by becoming married or moving 
out of st. Paul. Twenty three (12%) of the original participants 
lost eligibility in this way. Participants who "dropped out" of 
the program simply did not maintain contact with the program or 
the counselors; 43 (22%) of the original participants are in this 
category. 
Participants who lost eligibility are considered to have left the 
program for reasons not related to the program and the services 
offered. Participants who dropped, however, received their 
Section 8 housing certificate and chose not to participate 
further in the program. As such, they represent a portion of the 
original participants that the program did not reach. 
Unfortunately, the only information available on most of these 
participants is background demographic information from their 
program applications. Table 4 presents this information for 
those who dropped out of the program. 
The only dimension on which the program drop-outs are markedly 
different from the original group of participants is on race. 
Whereas only 42 percent of the orginal participants are non-
white, fully 60 percent of those who dropped out are non-white. 
It is impossible to determine what led these participants to drop 
out of the program, specifically whether the causes were related 
to the program and what it offered. Nevertheless, the fact that 
non-white participants were disproportionately represented among 
those who dropped out of the program is troubling. 
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Table 4: Profile of BOSS Participants 
Who Dropped From Program 
Male: 1 ( 2%) 
Female: 42 (98%) 
Age: 
18-25 24 (56%) 
26-30 9 (21%) 
31-35 4 ( 9%) 
35+ 6 (14%) 
Race: 
White 17 (40%) 
Black 20 (47%) 
Amer. Indian 2 ( 5%) 
Hispanic 3 ( 7%) 
Asian 1 ( 2%) 
Education: 
Less than high 
school diploma 10 (24%) 
High school diploma 24 (56%) 
More than high 
school diploma 8 (19%) 
Number of Children: 
One 31 (72%) 
Two 9 (21%) 
Three or more 3 ( 7) 
When the program officially ended in December 1989, there were 
126 active participants (those participants who had completed 
their case plans or were in the active process of completing 
their case plans). Table 5 presents a description of the active 
participants. 
It is this group of 126 participants who will be examined for 
their rate of progress through the BOSS program and toward self-
sufficiency. This group does not differ significantly from the 
original group of 192 participants on any of the background 
characteristics examined in Table 5. 
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Table 5: Profile of Active BOSS Participants 
Male: 3 ( 2%) 
Female: 123 (98%) 
Age: 
18-25 56 (44%) 
26-30 33 (26%) 
31-35 24 (19%) 
35+ 13 (10%) 
Race: 
White 78 (62%) 
Black 34 (27%) 
Amer. Indian 5 ( 4%) 
Hispanic 1 ( 1%) 
Asian 2 ( 2%) 
Education: 
Less than high school diploma 15 (12%) 
High school diploma 72 (58%) 
More than high school diploma 37 (30%) 
Number of Children: 
One 83 (66%) 
Two 30 (24%) 
Three or more 13 (11%) 
Survey Respondents 
Seventy two of the original participants that we were able to 
mail a survey to returned a completed survey. Their responses 
are analyzed in section v-c. The following is a profile of the 
those who responded. 
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Table 6: Profile of Survey Respondents 
Male: 
Female: 
Age: 
18-25 
26-30 
31-35 
35+ 
Race: 
White 
Black 
Other 
Education: 
Less than high school diploma 
High school diploma 
More than high school diploma 
Number of Children: 
One 
Two 
Three or more 
B. Progress Made by BOSS Participants 
1 ( 1%) 
71 (99%) 
33 ( 46%) 
23 (32%) 
10 ( 14%) 
6 ( 8%) 
50 (69%) 
18 (25%) 
4 ( 6%) 
8 (11%) 
39 ( 55%) 
23 (32%) 
46 (64%) 
20. ( 28%) 
6 ( 8%) 
This section analyzes the progress made by program participants 
on four dimensions; public assistance status, employment status, 
educational/job training status, and income. 
1. Public Assistance/AFDC 
Three out of every four of the 126 participants were on AFDC at 
the beginning of BOSS with the average monthly assistance payment 
at $337.00. At the end of the program, 53 (42%) were receiving 
AFDC with an average monthly payment of $1~1.00. 
Seven participants who were not on AFDC at the beginning of the 
program were on the public assistance program at the end of BOSS. 
Of these seven, five were enrolled in a post-secondary education 
program at the end of the program. Sixty nine participants did 
not change their AFDC status .(they either stayed on or stayed 
off) and 47 were able to get off of AFDC. 
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2. Employment 
At the beginning of the program, 89 (71%) of the active 
participants were unemployed, 36 (29%) had at least one job. Of 
the 36 employed participants, 14 (41%) were working part-time and 
20 (59%) were working full-time. At the end of the program, 77 
(64%) of the active participants were employed and 44 (36%) were 
unemployed. Of the 77 employed, 44 (65%) felt as though their 
jobs had potential for advancement. 
Three participants who were employed when BOSS began were 
unemployed when the program ended; one of these was enrolled in 
an education/training program. Over one-third (37%) of the 
participants became employed during the program and 61 percent of 
the participants did not change employment status. 
3. Post-secondary education/training 
At the beginning of the program, 37 (30%) of the active 
participants had completed at least one post-secondary training 
or education program. Of those, 30 (24%) had completed one 
program, 10 (8%) had completed more than one program, and 8 (6%) 
had a college degree. Eighty six (68%) had not completed a 
training or education program. At the end of the program, 45 
(38%) had not yet completed one program and 74 (62%) had 
completed at least one program. Another 24 (20%) were enrolled 
in a program when the BOSS program ended. 
Figure 1 presents a graphic representation of the changes 
undergone by BOSS participants during the program. The chart 
breaks down participants into four categories, determined by 
employment and AFDC status, and depicts the changes made by 
participants on those two dimensions. Because of missing values 
the figure charts only 117 participants. As an example, of the 
78 participants who were unemployed and on AFDC at the beginning 
of the program, 35 were employed and off AFDC by the end of the 
program, 4 were employed but still on AFDC, 36 had not changed 
their employment or AFDC status, and three were both unemployed 
and off of AFDC at the end of the BOSS program. Figure 1 shows 
that "Unemployed and on AFDC" was the largest category of 
participants at the beginning of the BOSS program. By the end of 
the program, however, participants who are employed and not on 
AFDC make up the largest single category. 
One way to measure the distribution of change among participants 
in the program is to eliminate from consideration those who did 
not change status. The two arrows that flow vertically represent 
no change; 58 participants in Figure 1 remained the same on both 
dimensions. Of the other 59 participants who did change, 43 (or 
73%) moved into the "Employed-Not on AFDC" category. 
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Figure 1. 
Changes Made By BOSS Participants in Employment and AFDC Status 
1. Beginning 
of Program 
2. End of 
Program 
Employed, 
not on 
AFDC 
n=27 
Employed, 
not on 
AFDC 
n=65 
Employed 
and on 
AFDC 
n=7 
Employed 
and on 
AFDC 
n=8 
Numbers represent the number of 
participants in each category or path. 
n=117 
(9 missing cases) 
Unemployed 
and on 
AFDC 
n=78 
Unemployed 
and on 
AFDC 
n=39 
Unemployed 
and not on 
AFDC 
n=5 
Unemployed 
and not on 
AFDC 
n=5 
c. Evaluation of BOSS Services 
This section addresses the services that BOSS participants had 
the greatest need for, the services that were available through 
BOSS, problems associated with access to services, and the effect 
that different services had on the participants' progress toward 
self-sufficiency. Table 7 lists all the services provided by 
BOSS and the percentage of participants who made use of each of 
them. Each of the participants received a Section 8 housing 
certificate when they joined the program. The next most heavily 
used service was financial assistance for education, followed by 
referral for medical assistance and financial assistance with day 
care. Because of their importance to BOSS participants, and 
because of the role these services play in the self-sufficiency 
process, each will be dealt with separately in this section. 
Table 7: 
Service 
Use of Services Provided by BOSS 
Frequency 
Housing Assistance 
Financial Assistance for Education 
Medical Assistance referral 
Financial Assistance with Day Care 
Career Counseling 
Personal Counseling 
Transportation Assistance 
Job Search Assistance 
Job Placement 
Other BOSS services 
N = 126. 
126 
86 
51 
37 
20 
17 
9 
9 
8 
6 
Percent 
100% 
68% 
40% 
29% 
16% 
13% 
7% 
7% 
6% 
5% 
Because participants received more than one service, 
percentages do not equal 100. 
1. Housing Assistance 
Prior to being selected to take part in the BOSS program, the 
participants faced significant housing problems, particularly in 
terms of affordability, housing quality, and size of housing. By 
providing all of the BOSS participants with a Section 8 
certificate, the program was highly effective at improving each 
of these aspects of the housing situation of its single parent 
recipients. At the same time, the Section 8 certificate served 
to free up portions of the tenants• incomes so that they were 
better able to pay bills, meet household expenses, and progress 
toward self-sufficiency. Overall, at the time that they 
completed BOSS or the program ended, 74% percent of the 
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participants were satisfied with their housing situation (44.9% 
very satisfied, and 29% somewhat satisfied). 
BOSS Reduced The Housing Costs of Participants 
low incomes before enrolling in BOSS, most of the 
faced significant problems with housing costs. A 
were paying a very high percentage of their total 
for rent, as is shown in table 8. 
Due to their 
participants 
great number 
monthly income 
Given that a household is assumed to be suffering a cost burden 
if it must devote over a third of its total income for shelter, 
those selected to participant in BOSS were significantly burdened 
by their shelter payments as, as 91.4% had a housing cost burden 
over a third and 71.4% paid over half of their income just for 
rent. 
Table 8: Shelter Burden Prior to BOSS 
Shelter Burden 
Less than a Quarter 
Quarter to a Third 
Third to a Half 
Half to Three Quarters 
Greater than Three Quarters 
TOTAL 
(missing cases= 14) 
Frequency 
8 
2 
22 
43 
37 
112 
Percent 
7.1 
1.8 
19.6 
38.4 
33.0 
100.0 
=========================================================== 
Assistance with housing, then, was the most highly needed service 
of BOSS participants, and 81.4% of the initial participants 
stated on their applications that they needed help with their 
housing situation. More specifically, when listing the things 
they wished to change about their housing by receiving a Section 
8 certificate and enrolling in BOSS, 60.3% said that they wanted 
to reduce the share of income they spent for housing. 
Because a household receiving housing assistance through Section 
8 pays, at most, 3 0% of its income for hom:dng costs, the 
provision of these certificates to BOSS participants reduced all 
of their shelter costs to this level. The average monthly rent 
paid by the participants decreased in a similar fashion, falling 
from $335.83/month to $206.86/month. Indeed, as is shown in Table 
9, 67% of the survey respondents believed that without 
Section 8 they would have significant housing cost and income 
problems. They noted that they would be spending their total 
income on rent, would be unable to pay their bills, or would 
still be dependent on public assistance. 
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Table 9: How Life Would Be Different Without Section 8 
category Percent 
couldn't Pay Bills/Lower Income 67.0% 
Living in Substandard Dwelling 11.1% 
Living with Relatives 11.1% 
Living in Smaller Apartment 7.9% 
Living in Worse Neighborhood 4.7% 
N = 63 
(missing cases= 13) 
Because of multiple responses, percentages do not equal 
100. 
BOSS Improved the Housing Quality of Participants As is shown 
in Table 10, almost one-quarter of the respondents wanted to take 
part in BOSS and receive a Section 8 in order to upgrade the 
quality of housing they occupied. Since high housing costs often 
lead low-income persons to seek out lower quality, lower rent 
units, the number of participants who desired housing quality 
improvements was probably even higher than the 23.5% who cited 
this aspect of their housing specifically. 
-----=-=-================================================= 
Table 10: Aspects of Housing Situation that Participants 
wanted to Change 
Characteristic Percentage 
Cost of Housing 60.3% 
Quality/Condition of Housing 23.5% 
Size of Housing Unit 20.6% 
Neighborhood 11.7% 
Didn't Want to Live w/ Relatives 11.7% 
Location 2.9% 
Because of multiple responses, percentages do not equal 
100. 
======================================' ================ 
Because the housing choices of Section 8 holders had to be 
inspected and approved by the St. Paul Public Housing Authority 
before the actual housing assistance was granted, BOSS's use of 
Section 8 had the effect of moving all its participants into 
standard quality housing. Twelve percent (11.7%) of the survey 
respondents believed that without Section 8 they would still be 
occupying substandard housing, and 5% believed they would be 
living in worse neighborhoods. 
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BOSS Helped Participants Move to Larger Housing-Units Prior 
to BOSS, 30.3% of the participants were sharing housing in order 
to afford it, and 20.6% of the participants, when asked to name 
the aspects of their housing situation that they wanted to change 
by receiving a Section 8 certificate and taking part in BOSS, 
stated that they wished to move to a larger dwelling unit. 
Another 11.7% hoped to move out of the housing they shared with 
relatives and into an independent living situation. 
Because Section 8 standards require that certificate holders 
occupy housing which is not overcrowded BOSS had the effect of 
moving households that required it, into larger dwelling units. 
Indeed, 11.7% of the survey respondents state that without 
Section 8, they would still be living with relatives, and 7.9% 
believed that they would be occupying a smaller apartment. 
Problems associated with the Housing Search Despite the 
provision of Section 8 certificates, almost one-third of the 
participants (31.6%) stated that they had difficulty finding 
housing with the Section 8, primarily because of discrimination. 
A full 83% of those who had difficulty finding housing 
encountered landlords who would not rent to them because they 
were receiving a rental subsidy. Nearly 38% of those who 
experienced difficulty encountered landlords who wouldn't rent to 
them because they were single parents. Table 11 shows the 
specific housing search problems faced by the respondents. 
Table 11: Problems Encountered in the Housing Search with 
Section 8 
Difficulty Percent Giving this Response 
Landlords wouldn't rent because of Section 8 
Difficulty finding housing in desirable neighborhood 
Difficulty finding housing in acceptable rent range 
Difficulty finding housing up to Section 8 standards 
Landlords who wouldn't rent to single parents 
Difficulty finding housing of the right size 
Difficulty finding housing near services needed 
N = 24 
83.0% 
58.3% 
54.2% 
45.8% 
37.5% 
29.1% 
16.6% 
Because of multiple responses, percentages do not equal 100. 
---============================================================= 
Along with discrimination, participants who experienced 
difficulty in their housing search encountered barriers in 
locating housing in the neighborhoods in which they wanted to 
live, in finding housing that fell at or below the Fair Market 
Rent, and in finding apartments that met Section 8 quality 
standards. Despite the positive impact Section 8 assistance had 
on housing costs and quality, the search for housing itself was 
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often wrought with difficulties for the BOSS participants. 
2. Day care Assistance 
After assistance with housing, help in obtaining or paying for 
child care was the most f~equently requested service, with 70.3% 
of the participants citing this as one of their needs. Twenty-
nine percent of all BOSS participants received financial 
assistance for child care from BOSS (table 7), yet 57.8 percent 
of those with children using or needing day care received these 
funds. 
Additionally, after help with housing, the participants viewed 
financial assistance with day care as the most essential aspect 
of the program. Almost half (46.8%) of the survey respondents 
cited day care assistance as one of the two most important 
services offered by BOSS (see table 16), and as shown in Table 
12, 55% of those respondents who had children who required child 
care stated that their child care situation had improved while on 
BOSS. 
Table 12: Did Childcare Situation Improve 
While on BOSS? 
Response 
Yes 
No 
TOTAL 
Frequency 
30 
24 
54 
Percent 
55% 
45% 
100% 
At the completion of the BOSS program, most of the survey 
respondents who used day care services had their children cared 
for at professional child care centers (41%), while over half 
(53%) had their children cared for by family or friends. Despite 
financial assistance from BOSS though, many of the participants 
still encountered problems in arranging child care while on BOSS, 
particularly because of the costs for this service. 
Table 13 below summarizes the problems experienced by the 40 
survey respondents (53%) who stated that they had difficulty in 
obtaining child care while participating in BOSS. 
Almost three-quarters felt the day care they received cost too 
much, and another 30 percent felt that they needed child care 
subsidies. Fourty percent of the respondents felt the quality of 
care was not high enough. 
====================-----============================= 
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Table 13: Difficulties Experienced in Arranging 
Child Care 
Difficulty 
Cost too high 
Quality of Care 
Location 
No Subsidies Available 
Hours child care needed 
Waiting Lists 
Age of child/children 
Didn't Qualify for subsidy 
N = 40 
Percent 
72.5% 
40.0% 
32.5% 
30.0% 
27.5% 
17.5% 
12.5% 
10.0% 
Because of multiple responses, percentages 
do not equal 100. 
In sum, while many of the participants felt that day care 
assistance was one of the most important services offered by 
BOSS, many still experienced a number of barriers in obtaining 
child care for their children, and many of the participants in 
need of this service never received it. 
3. Education/Training Assistance 
Prior to the BOSS program, 40 of the 126 participants (32%) had 
completed at least one training or post-secondary education 
program. At the end of BOSS, a total of 74 (62%) had completed 
at least one program, and another 24 (20%) were currently 
enrolled in further education. 
After housing assistance, financial assistance for education was 
the service provided to the greatest number of BOSS clients, with 
86 participants (81.1) receiving direct financial assistance from 
BOSS or receiving help from BOSS in obtaining other educational 
funds (table 7). In fact, only 7.5 percent of the participants 
who stated on their initial application that they needed help 
with job training or education failed to receive assistance in 
these areas. 
overall, 58.5% of the participants improved their educational 
status while taking part in BOSS. 
Additionally, as shown in Table 14, a majority of the survey 
respondents were very satisfied with the school or training 
program they undertook. Somewhat paradoxically, however, only 
61.4 percent stated that the amount of.education/training they 
received through BOSS was enough to enable them to obtain a 
better job (table 15). 
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Table 14: Satisfaction with School or Training Program 
Very Satisfied 
Somewhat Satisfied 
Neutral 
Somewhat Dissatisfied 
Very Dissatisfied 
TOTAL 
55.0% 
25.0% 
11.7% 
1.7% 
6.7% 
100.0% 
==================================-----------=-====---
Table 15: Was training/education enough 
for a better job? 
Yes 
No 
TOTAL 
35 
22 
57 
61.4% 
38.6% 
100.0% 
==================================-=-=--=-=========---
Financial aid for education/training programs was an important 
service for BOSS participants. Of those who received financial 
aid for education 72 percent completed their program compared to 
45 percent of those not receiving aid (X2 = 4.11, p<.05). As 
section D below shows, completion of an education program is an 
important indicator of program success, thus the financial aid 
component is critical to the process of self-sufficiency. 
4. Other Services 
Besides housing assistance and financial aid and referrals for 
child care and education, the most frequently·provided services 
though BOSS were referrals for medical assistance (to 40% of the 
participants), career counseling (16%), personal counseling 
(13%), transportation assistance (7%), job search assistance (7%) 
and job placement (6%). (See table 7.) 
While referrals for medical assistance were given to 51 of the 
participants through their BOSS counselors,,- none of the survey 
respondents felt that this was one of the most important services 
offered by BOSS. This is perhaps because many of the 
participants received medical assistance from the county and 
associated the service with that source and not with BOSS. In 
fact, the provision of assistance with medical needs was 
negatively correlated the participants• completion of their case 
plans (see section V-D), indicating that those receiving this 
service were significantly less likely to complete the case plan 
than the other participants. 
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s. summary of BOSS services 
The following table shows the services that the survey 
respondents felt were the most important, and highlights the need 
for housing assistance and child care assistance among the 
participants. 
Table 16: Important Services Offered by BOSS 
Service 
Housing Assistance 
Day Care Assistance 
Personal Counseling 
Education/GED Assistance 
Transportation Assistance 
Job Placement 
Job Search Assistance 
N= 76 
Frequency 
47 
29 
23 
20 
10 
3 
2 
Because of multiple responses, percentages 
do not equal 100. 
Percent 
75.8% 
46.8% 
37.1% 
32.2% 
16.1% 
4.8% 
3.2% 
Three-quarters of the survey respondents mentioned the housing 
assistance as important, and close to one-half mentioned day care 
assistance. 
When asked to describe services that BOSS should have provided 
that it did not, some surprising results occured. Table 17 shows 
the answers given to this question. A small percentage of 
respondents listed child care, educational support, 
Table 17: Services Which Should Be Offered By BOSS 
Service 
Job Hunting/Career 
Programs to improve Self-Esteem 
Support Groups 
*Child Care 
*Transportation 
*Direct Financial Aid 
*Education Assistance 
Other 
N = 32. 
*=Services already provided by BOSS 
Percent 
18.7% 
12.5% 
6.2% 
15.6% 
9.4% 
9.4% 
6.2% 
18.7% 
====================================================== 
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transportation support and direct financial aid as services that 
should be offered by the program. These, of course, were a part 
of the program. These responses indicate that for some reason 
these participants were unaware of the services provided by the 
program. 
Table 18 shows a similar pattern. This table offers the 
responses to the question of what changes the participants would 
like to see made in the BOSS program. 
Table 18: What Participants would Like to See 
Changed about BOSS 
Specific Services already offered: 
transportation, child care, etc .•. 
Continue the Program 
Specific Services not advertised: 
legal services, landlord education ••• 
More Contact with Counselor 
Direct Financial Assistance 
Stable Funding 
Professionally trained counselors 
Other 
N = 55 
Percent 
27.3% 
18.2% 
10.9% 
5.4% 
3.6% 
3.6% 
3.6% 
12.7% 
Clearly both of these tables·indicate that a problem existed in 
the BOSS program related to communication between counselors and 
participants about the available services. over one-quarter of 
the survey respondents (27.3) requested that certain services 
such as transportation and child care assistance be available 
through BOSS, even though these were two of the three services 
for which BOSS provided direct financial assistance. Lack of 
awareness of child care and transportation might have been due to 
the inconsistent availability of funds. At some points during 
the program child care and transportation were not available to 
participants. Yet the problem remains partially one of 
communication. Indeed, one participant noted on her survey form, 
that she "didn't even know what services we-re offered" by BOSS. 
This lack of communication about available services, together 
with uneven funding of services, led to many participants not 
receiving the services that they needed. For example, although 
47.5% of the participants indicated a need for assistance with 
their transportation needs on their program application forms, 
only 7% of the participants actually received financial aid for 
transportation. Of the 68.3% of participants who listed child 
care as one of their needs on the initial application, only 29% 
of the 126 participants received BOSS funds for day care or a 
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referral for this service. 
D. Progress Toward Self-Sufficiency by BOSS Participants 
In this section of the report the progress made toward self-
sufficiency by BOSS participants will be evaluated. Self-
sufficiency is an elusive concept that means different things to 
different people. At the very least it could mean ending one's 
reliance on public assistance. However, for those living with 
parents or relatives and dependent upon the support of others, 
the fact that one is not receiving public assistance is not the 
same as being self-sufficient. Another measure might be 
employment status. Yet that too has its problems as a measure of 
self-sufficiency. For those who are employed part-time or 
seasonally, income may be insufficient to support a household. 
Indeed, even full-time employment is not a guarantee that income 
will be sufficient to support a household. In the following 
analysis we employ three different measures of the progress 
participants made toward self-sufficiency. 
The first measure is whether the participant completed her/his 
BOSS case plan. These case plans were established with the 
assistance of BOSS counselors with the idea that upon completion 
the participant would be self-sufficient. This is a measure, 
then, that allows for differences in situation among people and 
incorporates the variation among participants. It also 
represents the clearest evaluative measure for the BOSS program, 
as the stated program objective was to help participants complete 
their case plans. 
The second measure is simply a measure of progress on four 
dimensions; employment status,. public assistance status, income, 
and education/job training program completion. For both 
employment and AFDC status participants were assigned either +l, 
o, or -1, to indicate whether their status has changed for the 
better (either gained employment or dropped off of public 
assistance) remained the same or gotten worse during the course 
of the BOSS program. For the education/job training component 
participants were assigned +l if they have,- completed a program of 
post-secondary education, O if they have not completed one but 
are currently enrolled, and -1 if they have neither completed nor 
enrolled in a training program. On the income dimension, +l was 
assigned to those who had increased their income at least $50 per 
month, O was assigned to those whose income was within $50 
(either way) of their original income, and -1 was assigned to 
those whose income had decreased by more than $50. Thus, the 
scores on this measure called PROGRESS can range from -4 to +4. 
The third measure is an. income measure, and is the most severe 
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standard against which to evaluate the BOSS program. 
Participants' income at the beginning of the program was compared 
to the poverty levels (adjusted for household size) in 1985 or 
1986 (depending on when the participant began BOSS). Income at 
the end of the program was compared to 1990 poverty levels. This 
will allow an evaluation of how many BOSS participants have been 
able to lift themselves out of poverty while on the program. 
In the following section, a number of background characteristics 
and program-related characteristics are examined to determine if 
they are associated with each of these measures of program 
success (case plan completion, progress, and poverty status). In 
fact, each of the following factors was analyzed for its 
relationship to program success: 
Background Characteristics (at the time 
sex 
education 
age 
age when first 
child born 
race 
household size 
months on AFDC 
Program-related Characteristics 
enrolled in education/training program 
completed education/training program 
received financial aid for educ/training 
number of children in child care 
received financial aid for child care 
received BOSS transportation assistance 
received personal counseling 
received career counseling 
received job search assistance 
received job placement service 
received medical assistance referral 
total number of BOSS serv.ices received. 
1. Completed case plans 
the program began) 
employment 
previous employment 
age of youngest 
child 
program 
Of the active participants, 60 (50%) completed their case plans 
and 60 (50%) did not (6 missing cases). The following is a 
profile of those who have completed their case plans: 
Though table 19 shows that whites and those with at least a high 
school diploma were more likely to complete their case plans, 
these differences were not statistically significant. 
There were, however, some differences between those who completed 
their case plans and others who had not. Those who were enrolled 
in an education/training ·program at the end of the program were 
significantly less likely to have completed their case plans. 
This is probably tautological because for many participants 
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completion of such a program was part of the case plan. For the 
same reason, completion of an education program was positively 
related to case plan completion. 
The number of children in child care at the end of the program 
was positively correlated with completion of the case plan. 
Parents who had more children in day care were more likely to 
have completed their case plans. 
Table 19: Profile of BOSS Participants Who Have 
Completed Their Case Plans 
Male: 2 ( 3%) 
Female: 58 (97%) 
Age: (at the beginning) 
18-25 29 (48%) 
26-30 18 (30%) 
31-35 10 (17%) 
35+ 3 ( 5%) 
Race: 
White 41 (70%) 
Black 14 (24%) 
Other 4 ( 7%) 
Education: 
Less than high school diploma 3 ( 5%) 
High school diploma 37 (63%) 
More than high school diploma 18 (31%) 
Number of children: 
One 40 (67%) 
Two 16 (27%) 
Three 3 ( 5%) 
Four 0 
Five 1 ( 2%) 
=-===-================================================ 
Interestingly, those who received medical assistance on BOSS were 
significantly less likely to have completed their case plans. 
This is an effect that was found in the 1989 program evaluation 
(Goetz, 1989) and reflects the barrier that medical problems pose 
to parents attempting to achieve self-suffiency. 
2. PROGRESS 
The PROGRESS measure can range from -4 to +4. The actual range 
for BOSS participants is shown below. 
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Table 20: Frequency Distribution of PROGRESS Variable 
n = 97 
Value 
-4 
-3 
-2 
-1 
0 
+1 
+2 
+3 
+4 
(missing cases= 29) 
No. of Participants 
0 
1 ( 1%) 
3 ( 3%) 
2 ( 2%) 
21 (22%) 
11 ( 11%) 
28 ( 29%) 
8 ( 8%) 
23 ( 24%) 
Only 6 (6%) of the participants moved in a negative direction 
during the program, while 21 (22%) made no progress. Thirty nine 
(40%) made moderate progress (+1 or +2) while 31 (32%) made 
substantial progress (+3 or +4). overall, 72 percent made some 
kind of progress. 
White participants had a significantly higher average level of 
PROGRESS than non-whites (2.08 to 1.15). Months on AFDC and the 
age of youngest child were both negatively correlated with 
PROGRESS. That is, the longer a participant had been on AFDC the 
less progress that participant was likely to make during the 
program, and the younger the youngest child the less progress 
made by the parent. Also, those participants who were employed 
when the program began made significantly less progress than 
other participants. Though somewhat unexpected there is perhaps 
a valid reason for this finding; the fact that employment change 
is one of the dimensions upon which the PROGRESS measure is 
based, and employment at the beginning of the program makes 
progress on that dimension impossible. 
As far as program-related factors, those who have completed at 
least one education/training program during BOSS have a higher 
average level of PROGRESS, but again, this.- is a factor of how the 
PROGRESS variable is measured. Completion of an education 
program is one element of PROGRESS, thus this relationship is 
expected. 
Participants who received financial assistance for education 
averaged a far higher level of PROGRESS (2.31 vs .61) than those 
who did not receive such assistance. This again points to the 
importance of educational assistance in the self-sufficiency 
process. 
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One final relationship that is inexplicable is that those who did 
not receive financial aid for day care have a higher average 
level of PROGRESS than those who did receive such assistance. 
The relationship is not as strong as the previous relationship 
between PROGRESS and educational assistance, yet it is 
significant statistically. 
3. Poverty status 
In the beginning of the program, 23 {18%) of the actiye 
participants were above poverty, 103 {82%) were below poverty. 
====================================================== 
Table 21: Profile of BOSS Participants Above Poverty 
Level at Beginning and End of Program 
Male: 
Female: 
Age: * 
18-25 
26-30 
31-35 
35+ 
Race: 
White 
Black 
Other 
Education: 
Less than high 
school diploma 
High school diploma 
More than high 
school diploma 
Number of Children: 
One 
Two 
Three 
Four 
Five 
Tl 
0 
23 
6 
12 
3 
2 
11 
10 
2 
3 
13 
7 
17 
5 
0 
0 
1 
T2 
2 ( 3%) 
{100%) 57 {97%) 
{26%) 25 (43%) 
{52%) 19 {27%) 
{13%) 11 {19%) 
( 9%) 4 ( 7%) 
(48%) 37 {65%) 
(44%) 16 {28%) 
( 9%). 4 ( 7%) 
(13%) 1 ( 2%) 
(57%) 36 {61%) 
{30%) 21 {36%) 
{74%) 36 {61%) 
{22%) 17 (29%) 
5 ( 9%) 
0 
( 4%) 1 ( 2%) 
The same percentages hold true for the original 192 participants 
at the beginning of the program. By the end of the program, 59 
{49%) were above poverty and 61 {51%) were below poverty. Among 
those who were below the poverty level at the beginning of the 
41 
program, 42 percent were above poverty when the program ended. 
Significantly, 78 percent of those participants who had completed 
their case plans were above the poverty level when the program 
ended. This suggests that the case plans were for the most part 
realistic assessments of the changes needed to lift participants 
into self-sufficiency and out of poverty. 
Of all of the personal background factors analyzed, only 
employment was significantly related to poverty status at the end 
of the program. Those who were employed when the program began 
where significantly more likely to be above the poverty level at 
the end of the program. 
Participants who were enrolled in education/training programs at 
the end of the BOSS program were more likely to be below the 
poverty level, as were those participants who had received 
medical assistance referral during the BOSS program. 
Participants who had managed to complete an education/training 
program were significantly more likely to be above the poverty 
level. 
4. summary of Program success 
Three measures of program progress were utilized. The first, 
case plan completion showed that 50 percent of the active 
participants completed their case plans. When progress is 
measured as a combination of AFDC, employment, income and 
educational status, the findings show that only 28 percent of 
active participants showed no progress. When participants' 
income was measured against the poverty level, it was found that 
one-half of program participants were above the poverty level at 
the end of the program, compared to only 20 percent when the 
program began. 
These measures do show some progress by program participants. 
The greatest impediments to program completion and the ability to 
climb out of poverty were medical set-backs and enrollment in 
educational programs. At the same time, it was found that 
completion of educational programs was strongly related to 
program success. Thus, the self-sufficiency process should be 
seen as a lengthy process that must accomodate the need for most 
single parents to better equip themselves for the job market. 
Educational and training programs take time and commitment and 
often result in short term dependence on public assistance. Yet 
the data show that this assistance (in the form of financial aid 
for such programs) is extremely important for the success of the 
participant. 
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E. Profiles of six Participants 
In this section six BOSS participants are briefly profiled in 
order to illustrate the situations single parents were in prior 
to the program and how they did or did not succeed in achieving 
self-sufficiency through the program. For the purposes of 
illustration, two participants who made little or no progress, 
two who have made significant progress, and two who have 
completed the process are described below. 
1. on her initial application, Participant #2031 stated that 
she wanted to participate in BOSS because she needed more 
training to increase her low income and help her to get off AFDC. 
She admitted that she had not been able to make attempts to 
improve her situation in the few years prior to entering the BOSS 
program. 
When she started the program, #2031 was a single mother of an 
eighteen month old son, did not have a high school diploma, and 
was unemployed. She was receiving $431/month from AFDC, 
$85/month in food stamps, and medical assistance. #2031 was 
paying approximately $265 for monthly housing costs. She 
considered herself to be a good mother who had a desire to 
improve life for herself and her child. 
Once enrolled in BOSS, #2031 obtained a Section 8 certificate 
and reduced her monthly housing costs to $110/month in 1988 and 
$143/month in 1990. This was the only part of her case plan that 
she was able to complete. She twice enrolled in a GED program 
but did not follow through due to pregnancies. Today, #2031 is 
still dependent on public assistance. She has three children, 
receives $695/month from AFDC, $225/month in food stamps, and 
does not have her GED. 
Participant #2031 was dropped from the program on 11/22/88 but 
still retains her Section 8 certificate. The counselor described 
her as being unmotivated. 
2. At the time of her application, Participant #3022 was a 
divorced mother of three children. She was unemployed, receiving 
$611/month for over four years from AFDC, $136/month in food 
stamps, and medical assistance. Her monthly housing costs came 
to $390. 
#3022 was not always living in this situation. She had held 
three previous full-time jobs, has a high school diploma, 
completed a nine month course in vocational technology, and had 
enrolled in, but not completed, a program at Globe College of 
Business. #3022 stated on her application that she was 
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aggressive, had a need to further her job skills, and had a 
desire to succeed. 
Once enrolled in BOSS, #3022 obtained a Section 8 certificate and 
reduced her shelter costs from $390/month to $95/month in 1988 
and $156/month in 1989. Although she received financial 
assistance from both the county and BOSS, #3022 was unable to 
complete any education/training programs. 
At the end of the program, #3022 was still unemployed and 
receiving $622/month from AFDC and $168/month in child support, 
and continued to make use of Section 8. Her counselor stated 
that the client faced repeated obstacles to proceeding with a job 
training program. The client stated that she suffered from 
occasional hand and back problems that interfered with her 
educational progress. 
3. On her initial application.to be a participant in BOSS, #722 
stated that she wanted to get a Section 8 certificate because she 
and her son had "paid high rent with hardly any money left over 
to buy clothes or other things" that they needed. She said, "I 
pay my bills; we don't have a car, and we still have no money 
left over." 
At the time of her application, #722 was separated from her 
husband, had a three year old son, and was receiving $431/month 
from AFDC and $87/month in food stamps, and was paying $310 each 
month for rent and utilities. Because she had no access to a 
car, it was her hope to find an apartment which was near a 
grocery store, close to a laundromat, and located on a bus line, 
and believed that once these aspects of her life were settled, 
she could get started with looking for further education for 
herself and day care for her son. Without rent assistance, #722 
saw no opportunity for herself to get ahead. 
Once enrolled in BOSS, #722 obtained a Section 8 and was able to 
reduce her shelter costs to $94/month. She enrolled in the 
Graphic Arts program at the Technical Vocational Institute and 
with help from her BOSS counselor received funds for her 
education through a Pell Grant and the Job Training Partnership 
Act. She was also successful in obtaining financial assistance 
for day care from Ramsey County and bus cards provided through 
BOSS were essential to both the completion of her training 
program and the job search she undertook later. With the 
combination of these supports, #722 was able to successfully 
complete the Graphic Arts program. 
#722 worked for three months following the completion of her 
training program at a Print Shop, and when·this ended found part-
time work as a waitress. currently unable to find work in her 
chosen profession, she is working full-time a waitress at another 
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location. 
This participant is an example of a person who has made 
significant progress while on BOSS. She no longer relies on 
AFDC; she has completed a vocational.training program, and she 
has obtained full-time employment. Her rent is much more 
affordable due to the use of a Section 8 certificate, her son is 
now in school so she no longer has to pay for day care, and all 
that remains of her case plan is to find a better paying full-
time job. 
4. Prior to BOSS, #84 7 was a divorced parent of·. one four year 
old child. She was attending vocational school 35 hours/week, 
receiving $437/month through AFDC and $75 worth of food stamps, 
and was paying $313.month for rent and utilities. On her initial 
application, she stated that, "I have been trying to get into 
school for a year and a half ... and now I'm finally going and I 
can't afford my rent, gas, daycare, or food." Having just 
received a Pell Grant for her education, she faced cutbacks in 
her food stamp allotment and would have to begin paying for day 
care for her son. She wanted to participate in BOSS in order to 
get help with child care, transportation, and housing, and with 
these supports felt she could complete her education and move 
toward self-sufficiency. 
Once enrolled in BOSS, #847 received a Section 8 certificate and 
reduced her monthly housing costs to $104/month initially. After 
10 months at the St. Paul Technical Vocational Institute, she 
dropped the program because she felt she had the training she 
needed and felt she needed a full time job to pay for her 
expenses. After that #847 worked a series of jobs. For 5 months 
she was a keyliner, was the manager of greeting card store for 7 
months, and then did telemarketing for a year and a half. 
Currently she is employed full-time as a cashier and shift-leader 
at a convenience store at $5.05/hour. With help from her 
counselor she was able to make use of Ramsey County Sliding Fee 
Daycare funds until her son entered kindergarten. 
Participant #847 has made significant progress while on BOSS. 
She no longer relies on public assistance, has secured full-time 
work, and has turned in her Section 8 certificate and become a 
homeowner. At the present time all that remains of her case plan 
is to complete her coursework at the Technical Vocational 
Institute. To her, however, the most important thing was to get 
off AFDC and to be able to pay for all her expenses through full-
time work rather than to incur further debt by enrolling in 
school full-time. 
s. Participant #925 sought to participate in BOSS in order to 
"make ends meet" until she could find a full-time job to support 
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herself and her 3 year old son. At the time that she submitted 
her application, her income was $430/month from AFDC and she was 
paying $430/month for rent and utilities. 
In her first year of participation in BOSS, #925 accessed a Pell 
grand and funds from the Job Training Partnership to enroll in 
and complete a secretarial course at Rasmussen School of 
Business. Her rent fell to $98/month with a Section 8 
certificate, and this allowed her to pay for other necessities 
for her and her son, including full-time day care for him. 
Upon completion of this training, she acquired a full time job as 
a secretary in Minneapolis, and in the second year of BOSS moved 
to another firm for a better-paying secretarial job with 
advancement potential. Because full-time day care was still 
taking up a sizeable portion of her salary, she received 
temporary financial help for child care from BOSS, and 
eventually, with the help of her counselor, was able to make use 
of Ramsey County Human Services' Sliding Fee Day Care Program so 
that this expense was significantly reduced. 
By 1990, #925 had been promoted in her job and was earning enough 
money to end her eligibility for Section 8. She purchased a 
mobile home for herself and her son, and now, through her own 
efforts, the help of BOSS, and continued assistance from the 
county for day care, has completed her case management plan and 
has achieved self-sufficiency. 
6. At the time of her application, participant #3054 was a 
divorced mother of three children. She was unemployed but had 
held previous jobs, had a high school diploma, and was close to 
completing a two-year program in Bio-med Electronics. She was 
receiving $611/month from AFDC, food stamps, and medical 
assistance. Her housing costs were over $400/month. 
#3054 wanted to enroll in the BOSS program in order to continue 
to make progress in improving her situation. She had already 
enrolled and completed most of a post-secondary training program, 
had sought counseling to deal with childhood problems and her 
divorce, stabilized her financial situation following the 
divorce, was taking effective parenting classes, and was active 
in Alanon, her church, and volunteer work: She was truly a 
motivated applicant. Her reasons for wanting to join the BOSS 
program included wanting to be able to·support her family on her 
own and to improve the quality of life for herself and her 
family. 
While enrolled in BOSS, #3054 secured housing using a Section 8 
certificate and finished school. She also took advantage of 
several services while on BOSS including taking a budgeting 
course, financial assistance for school and day care, and job 
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search assistance. By August 1987, #3054 was considered to be a 
successful participant having completed her entire case plan. 
She finished school, and secured employment sufficient enough to 
eliminate her need for AFDC. In addition, she returned her 
Section 8 certificate to PHA and bought her own house. 
When her program ended, participant #3054 was fully employed in 
an electronics position in the Bio-medical field. She describes 
this position as having good potential for advancement. Her 
monthly income rose from $611/month from AFDC to $1290/month from 
wages. Her counselor had positive comments to make about her 
calling her "a very motivated participant who followed through on 
all her plans". 
Participant #3054 is an example of a very successful BOSS 
participant who has completed her entire case plan and more. She 
has overcome incredible obstacles including severe family 
problems and a financially disastrous divorce. She has sought 
counseling and education and has dramatically improved her 
family's circumstances eliminating their need for public 
assistance. 
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VI. Recommendations 
The BOSS program officially ended in December 1989. This 
evaluation is meant, first, to provide information on how the 
program was run and how well it worked. Second, however, the 
evaluation should be able to provide a set of guidelines to 
policy makers about how similar programs should be run in the 
future, based on the experience of the BOSS program. This 
section on recommendations is therefore aimed at presenting a 
fairly general set of recommendations regarding programs related 
to self-sufficiency and how·they should be formulated. 
1. In this and past evaluations of the BOSS program it was made 
evident that the program counselors were not trained as social 
service case managers. Yet they have been asked to perform in 
that exact role. The BOSS program required information on a 
variety of social service offerings through a variety of service 
agencies. BOSS counselors were initially unprepared for this in 
that they never received training about what services are 
available and what the eligibility requirements are. This 
inhibited the success of the inter-agency service coordination 
that BOSS was designed to solve. 
In a more fundamental sense, BOSS counselors were not trained in 
what to expect as a social service case manager. BOSS counselors 
had trouble defining their role, uncertain whether they were 
resource-persons, program enforcers, or facilitators. Even given 
these difficulties, participants reported a good deal of support 
for the job the counselors did. Nevertheless, the counselors 
were not prepared for this program in a manner that ensured the 
greatest quality service to participants. Thus, it is 
recommended first, that future efforts of this type be 
accompanied by case management training for the counselors 
involved. 
2. Some of the BOSS counselors felt that even with more training 
in social service areas obstacles to effeqtive case management 
would still exist. Counselors repeatedly'noted that keeping in 
contact with participants was very difficult in some cases. 
Similarly, counselors complained that some participants were not 
motivated enough to succeed in the program. A third concern of 
the program administrators was that some participants received 
their Section 8 housing assistance and never did any more work 
with the BOSS program. These complaints point to a need to make 
the program and what it offers more attractive and meaningful to 
participants. To that end we present four recommendations 
related to the services provided by a self-sufficiency program. 
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a. The federal regulations pertaining to Project Self-
Sufficiency required that local governments receiving the 
HUD Section 8 certificates raise local funds to contribute 
to the delivery of social services to single parent 
participants. In st. Paul that obligation was left to BOSS 
staff. Despite an extensive grant writing effort, and 
significant success in collecting contributions from local 
foundations, there were still moments during the program 
when direct funding for participant services, specifically 
day care assistance and transportation assistance repeatedly 
ran out during the implementation of the BOSS program. The 
inconsistency led to communication problems and 
misunderstanding among participants about what services were 
available in the program. For participants to receive the 
greatest benefits from these services they need to be able 
to count on them as they go through the self-sufficiency 
process. Whether the funding source is public or private, 
the funds for direct.services to participants need to be 
reliable. Therefore, it is recommended that funding for 
participant services such as day care, transportation, 
education/training be regularized and increased to meet the 
needs of program participants. 
b. The evaluation clearly demonstrates the importance of 
education and job training for single parents attempting to 
achieve self-sufficiency. Those that received financial aid 
for education/training programs were three times more likely 
to finish such a program than those who did without aid. 
Finishing a program of post-secondary education and training 
is one of the most important predictors to program success. 
Thus, it is clear that financial aid for post-secondary 
education/training is an essential part of the self-
sufficiency process and should be included in future 
programs. 
c. BOSS participants entered the program with an average 
housing shelter burden of over 50 percent. In addition, 
participants revealed a host of other housing problems they 
experienced prior to the program including overcrowding and 
poor conditions. These findings, especially the evidence on 
cost burden, suggest that housing is an integral part of the 
self-sufficiency process. A shelter burden of over 50 
percent puts extreme limitations on the ability of single 
parents to pursue child care for their dependents or 
education for themselves. Affordable housing is an 
essential part of the self-sufficiency process and should be 
part of any on-going program to assist single parents in 
achieving self-sufficiency. 
d. Day care assistance was ranked by the survey respondents 
as the second-most important service offered by BOSS. Even 
with the assistance of day care financial aid, and referral 
49 
to other sources of day care assistance 72 percent of survey 
respondents felt that their day care cost too much. The day 
care assistance provided by BOSS was fully utilized by 
participants and, in fact, did not even meet the demand of 
participants. It is recommended that day care financial 
assistance be made available to all participants who need 
it. 
e. Medical assistance emerged as an important service in 
two ways. First, the medical referral was widely used by 
BOSS participants, and second, those in need of the medical 
referral were significantly less likely to make progress in 
the program. This finding suggests medical emergencies or 
medical care needs present a significant obstacle to self-
sufficiency efforts. Thus, medical assistance, in one form 
or another, should be made available to single parents 
pursuing self-sufficiency efforts. · 
3. BOSS counselors were in a position, uncomfortable to most, of 
having to decide which participants received the direct financial 
assistance made available by the program. Ideally, the funds 
would be sufficient to meet the needs of all participants (see 
recommendation #2). If this is not the case, counselors need to 
have a set of guidelines that guide their decisions about who 
gets what from the program. In fact, even if funding is 
sufficient to meet the needs of all participants, there is still 
a need for a set of regulations that sets out in unambiguous 
language how the direct financial assistance is to be distributed 
and who qualifies for it and how. This will help to avoid 
putting unwanted discretion in the hands of the counselors. It 
is recommended that the program develop guidelines for the 
determination of who qualifies for direct financial assistance 
made available by the program and elaborate a set of rules for 
the distribution of that assistance. 
4. It became clear through the survey responses of some BOSS 
participants that they were not fully informed of the services 
made available by BOSS. Though·this group constituted a minority 
a better effort needs to be made in disseminating information to 
all participants. It might be the case that restrictions on the 
information given to participants was a way of reducing the 
demand for the clearly insufficient resources that were 
available. If so, such a system is not preferable to a set of 
clearly understood qualifications and an accessible application 
procedure. on the other hand, the.lack of information on the 
part of some participants may be a function of poor 
communication. Therefore, it is recommended that each 
participant be given a •1ist of the services made available by the 
program at the beginning of the program, and that counselors 
review that list with each participant at the time of case plan 
development and regularly thereafter. 
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5. The internal evaluation showed that responsibility for the 
BOSS program was given to the St. Paul Housing Information Office 
without additional resources to implement the program. This 
resulted in a caseload overload for HIO counselors that in turn 
negatively affected the quality of service provided to BOSS and 
non-BOSS clients. Indeed, it is more than plausible that some of 
the program deficiencies outlined above were the result of an 
overworked staff trying merely to get and keep the program 
running. Thus, it is recommended that, in the future, increases 
in program responsibility be met with commensurate increases in 
resources for the office implementing the program. The added 
responsibilities of case management inherent in a program like 
BOSS cannot be well-integrated into the routine of an already 
fully operating office. 
6. The importance of greater education and training means that 
the self-sufficiency process is an extended one. For a short 
period of time single parents will be in a dependent state as 
time and resources that could be devoted to employment or child 
care are taken up by education and training. But the dividends 
from increased training are great. Thus, in the future, the 
program should acknowledge and respect the time consuming nature 
of the self-sufficiency process. such awareness should be 
related to the pursuit of educational training by participants 
and should allow participants sufficient time (up to four years) 
to increase their educational resources. 
7. Because of the importance of education to achieving self-
sufficiency, educational progress on the part of participants 
needs to be encouraged. Program participants who had defaulted 
on previous educational loans were, however, unable to qualify 
for financial assistance to continue in school. Insofar as 
continued welfare dependency is more costly to government than 
educational loan defaults, this type of discouragement is short-
sighted. A waiver for previous educational loan defaults would 
remove a significant obstacle to further educational progress on 
the part of program participants. Such a waiver is justified 
both by the economic status of program participants and by the 
positive results that can be achieved through education and 
training. 
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APPENDIX 1 
··::-:-
8.0.S.S. Selection Crite=ia 
ourinc ~h& Fall q£ 1984, I worked with Paul Mattess1c~ f=c~ the Wilder 
:ound~tion to develop a rating criteria that could be used to deter~ine 
whe::her a person was motivated to become economically self-sufficient: 
and therefore, succeed i~ the B.O.S.S. pr~gram. 
Based on community studies done by the Wilder Foundation it was dete:-mined 
that there are three strong predictors of economic self-sufficiency among 
single parent families. 
l. Education. Education makes a big difference. Those who have a high 
school education, or GED, do better than those who do not. 
2. Whether the single parent was ever married. Those who have not been 
married do worse than those who have been married. 
3. The time of the first birth to the single parent. Those who bore their 
first child during their teenage years do worse than those who bore their 
first child at a later age. 
If your goal is to predict success, these three items would have alot of 
power. On the other hand, some of the concerns that we originally had about 
the selection criteria are listed below. These are comments from two 
psychologists at the Wilder Foundation. 
"Current participation in a job training/educational program would seem 
important on}y if it is a program with·a high probability of success and 
can bring program participants into a better job. If it is a relatively 
ineffective program, which they may even be required to attend, then it 
probably is a poor predictor of succesE". "Currently underemployed" seems 
to be a need-based item. One of the big problems with it is that, I assume 
a person who is underemployed would receive 5 points for that character-
istic and another five simply for being employed (item 7). This gives ten 
points t.o the uneremployed person--quite a heavy weighting. Possession of 
a high school diploma or GED is definitely worth much more than one point, 
in line with the initial comments which I made in this section. "Currently 
on a subsidized housing waiting list" does not seem to be either a good 
success-re:ated criterion or a good need-related criterion. Undoubtedly, 
many eligible persons do riot appear on the waiting list. Overcrowding of 
a unit and amount of current rent seem to be need-based items rather than 
,-
success-based items. Ages of children seems to be a need-based item. 
Emergency assistance use, while not rated heavily, may not relate at all to 
success, unless such users are truly those who cannot handle finances 
rather than ~hose who, through no fault of their own, encountered an 
emergency during the last year. 
The "motivation evaluators" should probably be more objective than they are 
no\1. As I understand it, the profes~ional staff person would rate the 
responses to these three questions in ~n assessment of motivation. While 
it may be impossible to entirely escape some subjective assessment of 
responses by the professional housing staff, such subjectivity should be 
minimized as much as possible. For example, you could list the specific 
content items in response which will earn points, and t~us r.1ake sure _that 
-1.-
all 5taff use the sarne system in assigning their racings. 
It is also i~portant, as we discussed, that the motivation assessment is not 
used inappropriat;e.ly to screen out all of the individuals in the "low success•• 
category on the screening instrument. 
Definition of Self-Sufficiency 
One very important issue whicn the task force should address before the r~search 
begins is: vhat exactly constitutes "self-sufficiency"? I would recommend 
developing a simple set of three or four indicators which could easily be 
monitored for both the program participants and the control group. These might 
include, for example: holding a job for a specified number of months, staying 
off welfare-for·a. specifie~ period~of time, moving to a non-subsidized housing 
unit, etc. It is important to establish this definition not only for the 
overall· evaluation! of ·the··program,'"'btlt also:.because it i·s· these outcomes which 
you arf! trying to predict with your screening instrument." 
"?hai;e l. Employment/Training/Education 
"l. Currently participating in a job train~ng/education program." 
If the goal is to select single parents with the best 
chances to gain self-sufficiency, attention should be paid 
to the type of training or skills being .obtained by those 
currently participating in job training programs. The pros-
pects for those receiving training for professional/technical 
and clerical positions, for example, tend to be .better than 
those training for service positions (i.e., cosmetology, 
nursing aide) . 
"2. In the past have participated in job training/educational program." 
It can be argued that past participation in job training/ 
educational programs should already have yielded some ecor.omic 
results for the participanL. Providing +4 points to those with 
previo~s program experience also seems inconsistent with the 
awarding of relatively fewer points to those with older ch.~l~ 
dren and to those with more years on public assistance. 
"3. Currently undeiemployed." 
This item is the most subjective employment/training/ 
education criterion. Does someone have a formula? 
"4. Special program participation." 
Why give +3 points for something that is mandatory? 
"5 & 6. "High school diploma" and "n'illing t:o take GED." 
A high school education or its equivalent should car~y 
more weight than +l. In the Single Parent :amily Study, 
those wichout high school educations were more likely than 
< 
those with high school educations to be out of the labor 
force and receiving AFDC. 
"7 & a. "Employed" and "length of employment." 
Will full-ti~e and part-time emplo~~ent be ~eignted 
differently? Again, the type of job is an impo:~ant factor. 
In the extreme, will someone providing caycare in her home 
two days a week for the past three years be awarded more 
points than someone with 18 months as a secretary/receptionist? 
9. Other item that could be included: 
-availability of affordable and reliable daycare~ 
Phase 2. Motivation F.\raluatoi:s 
Several of the criteria in Phase l -- participating in a 
training/educational prc,gram, completing high school, maintaining 
employment -- already indicate "motivation." Why use applicants' 
judgements that cannot: be verified? What does being a "good mother" 
have to do with being motivated for self-sufficiency anyway? 
If these questions in Phase 2 are used, some appreciation for 
family planning and birth control should be rewarded." 
As you look at the current selection criteria we are using you can see th~t 
some of the points and/or rankings have been adjusted to take these suggestions_ 
into consideration. ·some items we were not able to change becausE of Federai 
regulations. (ex. young children) 
To date, it appears that the current selection criteria does in fact s:reen 
for motivation. (See Preliminary Statistical Analysis Attachment A) However, 
it is too early to say that these results are conclusive and therefore, 
control group studies will be done. 
In order to do· this study, applicants were initially classified :.nto the 
appropriate bedroom category and applications were scored. Two thirds of 
the Section 8 certificates went to the "high success" group, and one third 
to the "low success" group. (See Selection Criteria and Process Attachment B) 
These persons are currently being monitored. 
Finally, we will be randomly selecting a Cor.trol group from applicants we were 
not able to reach to follow their progress. (See Control Groups Attachment C) 
From this study, it is hoped that the selection criteria will prove to be a 
successful tool in evaluating motivation. I suspect that it will be a 
minimu~ of two years before we can effectively assess the economic situations 
of our control groups. 
I'm looking forward to working with Dakota County in eithe~ cocbining or 
working together in forming control ~roups for t~is study. 
I hope this information is helpful and if any of your Task 
have specific questions I would be happy to answer them. 
t-tonday-friday between 8: 30 - 5: 00 at 298-5591. r 
Force Mel'!".bers 
I c.:.n be reached 
a.o.s.s. (Setter Op?Ortunities through Self-Suf:iciency) Selec:icn Criteria 
Scoring is based on the information supplied on the application :or~. 
Unanswe~ed applicable q~~stions = 0 
Total ~axirnum ;,oint~ = 38 
Phase iH 
Personal Data 
l. Mothers age at birth of first child was 20+ years= 4 pts. 
2. Ages of children: 
o-s 2 nts. (Note: Points will only be.given once. E:aunples:} = 
= 
l. -TWO children 5 yr. old and under = 2 pts. 6-12 1 pt. 
13-18 o pts. 2. Child age 10 and child age 5 = 
2 pts. 
.. 
3. Child age 16 and child age 10 = l pt. 
3. Length of public assistance is 3 years or less= 2 pts. 
(Note: This only applies if person is currently on public assistance.) 
4. Married/Divorced/Separated/Widowed= 4 pts. 
Housing 
l. Current rent is greater than 50% of income= l pt. 
Employment/Training/Education 
1. High School diploma or GED= 5 pts. 
2. ~illing_ to take the GED= l pt. 
3. Currently participating in a job training/educational program= 5 pts. 
4. Attempted to improve your situation over the past few years in terms 
of schooling= 5 ots. 
S •. Currently employed= 5 pts. 
6. In the past 10 years were employed= 3 pts. 
7. Length of current employment is 2+ years= 2 pts. 
Phase li2 
?erso~al Intervie~s/Home Visit/Verification of Federal Section 8 require~encs 
by PHA 
1. Specific criteria to be used in the interview and home v1s1t will be 
explained during the initial interview. Your application and individual 
( 
scoring will also be discussed at this time. The main factors that will 
be assessed are how motivated applicants are to become economically 
self-sufficient and the willi_ngness to work ...,ith counse~ors in setting 
up a ?ersonal case management plan and goals. 
2. Potential participants will be called in (using the attached process) between 
:-:arch and J'une 1985. 
Important: If a scheduled meeting is not attended, potential participants will 
no longer be eligible to participate in B.o.s.s. 
Selection Process 
There are a maximum of 38 points that can be obtained from the selection 
criteria. Using· 18 as the midway point, I?Otential par;icipants will be place~~-
in two groups: 
Group A Group B 
1. Scores of 19-38 points. l. Scores of 0-18 points. 2. 65\ of the Section 8 2. 35\ of the Section 8 Certificates will be Certificates will be issued as shown below: issued as shown below: 
Unit Number of Unit Number of Size Certificates Size Certificates 
-2 bedroom 41 2 bedroom 22 3 bedroom 14 3 bedroom 7 4 bedroom s 4 bedroom 3 
Potential participants from both groups will be called in from the highest score 
down until the certificates are depleted. In case of tie scores those applicants 
will be placed in a lottP.ry and called in for interviews in the order the names· 
are d.cawn. 
Those names net reached prior to exhaustion of the Section 8 Certificates will be 
notified by mail no later than June, 1985. 
,-
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HAYOR GEORGE LATINER' S BLUE RIBBON TASK FORCE 
ST. FAUL 5.o.s.s. 
John D. Taylor 
Senior Vice Prc~ident - rublic Affairs 
1ne Firs~ Na1:ional Bank of St. Paul 
St. Paul, Hinnesol:a S5101 
Lowell Yos't, Housing Counselor 
Housing Information Office 
21 W. 4th Street 
St. Paul, Minnesota 55102 
Mary Pickard 
CoI:U':tunity Affairs Officer 
The Saint Pau~ Co~panies 
385 \'lashington Street 
St. Paul, Uinnesota 55102 
Joe Wheeler 
St. Paul ?ublic Housing Agency Rental Office 
t.SO N. Syndicate, Suite 100 
St. Paul, Minnesota 55104 
Billie Riser 
Riser Electric Company 
345 Atwater Street 
St. Paul, Minnesota 55117 
James Smith, Section Head 
Equip1:1ent Services Accounting 
176 E. 5th Street 
St. Paul, Minnes~ta 55101 
Marianne Kennedy 
B.O.S.S. Participant 
1207 Raliegh 
St. Paul, Minnesota 55108 
Brian Merchant 
St. Paul Job Cri~tion & Training 
2S N. 4th Street, 14th floor 
St. Paul, Ninnesota 55102 
Beverly Propes 
Childrens Defense Fund 
316 University Avenue 
St. Paul, ~tinnesota 55103 
Councilman Bill Wilson 
St. Paul City Hall 
Room 713 
St. Paul, i-tinnesota 55102 
Tora Kingston 
\·filder Foundation 
919 Lafond Avenue 
St. ·Paul, Hinnesota 5S104 
Mary Jo Ahlgren 
R:irnsey Coun-cy Community Human Servic: 
160 E. Kellogg Blvd., 3 S.E. 
St. Paul, Mi~nesota 5S101 
Barbara Rollins 
Putting It All Together (PAT) 
60 Ken-: Street 
St. Paul, !•1innesota 55102 
Jezin Tho!iipson 
St. Paul "i\•:CA 
65 E. Kellogg Blvd. 
St. Pail, ~innesota 55101 
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Foundabon 
St. Paul Foundation 
Dayton Hudson/Target 
F.R. Bigelow 
Land O'Lakes 
Minnesota Department of· 
Economic Security 
Foundation 
Dayton Hudson/Target 
3M 
Honeywell 
Bremer Foundation 
Bush Foundation 
Land O'Lakes 
Foundation 
Dayton Hudson/Target 
' First Banks for First 3ank 
St. Paul, First Bank :•'.pls. , 
First Trust Co., and 
Community First Banks 
Gamble Skogmo 
St. Paul Co. 
RAP 
.-St. Paul Foundation 
· Dayton Hudson/Target 
Amount 
$15,000 
$ 7,000 
$ 5,000 
$ 2,000 
$15,000 
$44,000 
Amount 
$ 5,000 
$ 5,000 
$ 5,000 
$20,000 
$15,000 
$ 2,000 
$52,000 
Amount 
$ 5,000 
$ 2,750 
$ 5,000 
$ 5,000 
$ 3,750 
$21,500 
$15,000 
$ 6,000 
l9SS/198G Eud~1et 
Program Area 
Counseling 
Counseling 
Consumables 
Child Care Assistance 
Child Care Assistance 
1986/1987 Budget 
Program Area 
($3,000 Counseling) 
($2,000 Program Evaluation) 
Counseling 
Job Training 
Child Care 
Job Training 
Child Care 
1987/1988 Budget 
Program Area 
($3,000 Counseling) 
($2,000 Program Evaluation) 
($2,500 Training) 
($250 Recognition Luncheon) 
Training 
Child Care 
(Transportation $1,250) 
(Child Care $2,000) 
(Job Training $500) 
1989 Budget 
(Training, Child Care, 
Transportation) 
1990 Budget 
Final Evaluation 
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Status 
Expended 
Expended 
Expended 
Expended 
Expended 
Status 
Expended 
Expended 
Expended 
Expended 
Expended 
Expended 
Status 
Expended 
Expended 
Expended 
Expended 
Expended 
Expended 
Expended 
In Use 
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BOSS EVAllJATION l'ROJECT 
OVER.VIEW 
The BOSS Evaluation Project was conducted for Ed Goetz of the University of 
Minnesota's Hubert H. Humphrey Institute for Public Affairs and for the St. 
Paul Housing Information Office. The goal of the evaluation was to do a 
final mailed survey of people who had been involved in the BOSS (Better 
Opportunities for Self-Sufficiency) Demonstration Project to assess the 
client's perceptions of how well the project had met their needs at the 
time the program ended, in what ways they felt they had benefitted from the 
program, and how they were doing at the time of completing the survey.. 
Data collection was conducted from April 27 through June 7, 1990 by the 
Minnesota Center for Survey Research at the University of Minnesota. The 
list of past BOSS clients was provided by the BOSS program. Questionnaires 
were completed by 78 individuals who had been involved in the BOSS 
Demonstration Project, for a response rate of 70X. 
OBJECTIVES 
The BOSS Evaluation Project was conducted for Ed Goetz of the University of 
Minnesota's Hubert H. Humphrey Institute for Public Affairs and for the St. 
Paul Housing Information Office. The goal of the evaluation was to do a 
final mailed survey of people who had been involved in the BOSS (Better 
Opportunities for Self-Sufficiency) Demonstration Project to assess the 
client's perceptions of how well the project had met their needs at the 
time the program ended, in what ways they felt they had benefitted from the 
program, and how they were doing at the time of completing the survey. 
MANAGEMENT PLAN 
The overall coordination of the project was provided by the Assistant 
Director, Rossana Armson. This included all phases of the research, from 
finalizing the survey instrument to the delivery of data. The data 
collection operation was coordinated by the Project Manager, Joan Estenson, 
who was responsible for overseeing the data collection process and writing 
the final report. The final computer file was prepared by the Data 
Manager, Lisa Peterson, who was responsible for converting the paper survey 
forms into a computer format ready for analysis. 
SURVEY DESIGN 
This survey of past clients in the BOSS program was conducted by the 
Minnesota Center for Survey Research (MCSR). Analysis of the data was 
undertaken by Ed Goetz and graduate research assistants Patty Beach and 
Barbara Sporlein of the Hubert H. Humphrey Institute for Public Affairs. 
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BOSS EVALUATION PROJECT 
A mail questionnaire was sent to past.clients of the BOSS program. 
Questions to be included in the survey were specified by Professor Goetz, 
Beach and Sporlein, to replicate questions used in previous surveys of BOSS 
clients. This project was a follow-up to telephone interviews conducted 
with BOSS clients in February, 1989. 
The survey instrument included questions on housing and use of the Section 
8 certificate, contact with and helpfulness of counselors, training, child 
care, case plans, ranking of services offered and services which should 
have been offered, and suggested changes to the BOSS program. See pages 5-
16 for copies of the survey instrument with results. 
The highest standards of quality survey research were employed in the 
conduct of this project. Patty Beach and Barbara Sporlein were informed of 
time lines, consulted about sampling decisions and difficulties encountered 
during data collection, and informed of all procedural changes. 
SAMPLING DESIGN 
Questionnaires were sent to 130 individuals who had been involved in the 
BOSS Demonstration Project. The list of past BOSS clients was provided by 
the BOSS program. 
DATA COLLECTION PROCEDURES 
The procedures used by MCSR for this mail survey are based on Mail and 
Telephone Surveys, by Don A. Dillman. Data collection was conducted from 
April 27 to June 7, 1990. The mailing procedure consisted of three steps. 
The first mailing consisted of l) a cover letter from MCSR inviting 
participation in the survey; 2) a survey instrument; and 3) a self-addressed 
stamped envelope. (See Appendix A: Cover Letters and Postcard for the 
texts of the letters and postcard.) 
The second mailing was a reminder postcard which was sent one week after 
the initial mailing. The post.card asked the individual to complete and 
return the survey recently sent to them, or thanked them if they had 
already returned the completed questionnaire. 
The third mailing was sent two weeks after the postcard was mailed. This 
mailing was procedurally identical to the first mailing. Another copy of 
the survey was sent to all clients who failed to return their survey by the 
time of the third mailing. ,-
Returned surveys were counted to track sample status and response rate. 
Peak survey returns occurred within a few days after each mailing (see 
Figure l on the next page) and illustrate the importance of multiple 
mailings in achieving a high response rate. 
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Figure I: SURVEY RETURN SCHEDULE 
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MANAGEMENT OF THE DATA 
Editing and Coding 
Editing and coding included the completion of two major tasks. First, the 
surveys were checked for response clarity. Coding eliminated dual 
responses when single-answer-only responses were sought. In such cases, 
the question was assigned the •first response given, the most neutral 
response or the largest response, depending on the type of question. 
Secondly, coders assigned codes to open-ended questions using coding 
categories developed by the project manager and the graduate research 
assistants working on the project, and listed "specify other" responses. 
Response categories were amended when necessary . 
Data Entry 
After coding was completed the questionnaires were key entered onto a data 
tape by a commercial data entry firm and a computer data file was prepared. 
Once a complete file of questionnaires was constructed, it was examined 
systematically to remove data entry errors. Data cleaning involved use of 
a computer program to evaluate each case for variables with values out of 
range and inappropriate branching on screening and filter questions. In 
addition, the file was examined manually to identify cases with paradoxical 
or inappropriate responses. 
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EVALUATION OF THE DATA 
Questionnaires were completed by 78 individuals who had been involved in 
the BOSS Demonstration Project, for a response rate of 70%. Of these, 76 
were included in the data file; two more were returned too late to include. 
An additional 34 surveys were not returned, 17 were not deliverable and l 
was not returned due to health reasons. 
Table I: FINAL STATUS OF BOSS EVALUATION PROJECT 
* 
Status Number 
Completions 76 
Surveys returned too late 
to include in data file 2 
Surveys not returned 34 
Eliminated: 
Bad address 
Health reasons 
TOTALS 
OVERALL RESPONSE RATE* - 70% 
17 
l 
130 
Percent 
58% 
2% 
26% 
13% 
1% 
100% 
Overall Response Rate= 
completions+ returned too late 
total - eliminated 
READING THE QUESTIONNAIRE AND RESULTS 
The questionnaire and results section of this report contains the response 
frequencies and percentages fdr each question in the survey. The absolute 
responses of all 76 respondents whose answers were included in the data 
file are shown for each question. Percentage distributions are also 
presented; "valid" percentages were computed after eliminating those who 
refused to answer, did not know, or were not required to answer a 
particular question. 
The question numbers were used as variable labels in the computer data 
file. This information is provided as documentation for those who wish to 
use a computer and the SPSS software package for more detailed analysis. 
MCSR also delivered a copy of the computer data file to Ed Goetz in June, 
1990, for analysis. 
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ST. PAUL PROJECT SELF-SUFFICIENCY 
PARTICIPANT SURVEY 
"BETTER OPPORTUNITIES 
THROUGH SELF-SUFFICIENCY" 
Minnesoti Center for Survey Research 
University of Minnesota 
2122 Riverside Avenue 
Minneapolis, Minnesota 55454-1320 
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~ 
24 
52 
ST. PAUL PROJECT SELF-SUFFICIENCY 
PARTICIPANT SURVEY 
Please write your answer below the question or circle the number which 
corresponds to the answer closest to your opinion or your current situation. 
All individual responses will be kept confidential. 
HOUSING 
01. ~hat were the two most important things about your housing situation 
that you wanted to change by participating in BOSS and getting a 
Section 8 certificate? (Open-ended) 
C1A C1B 
~ ~ ! Freq ! 
Size 7 10 7 16 
Location 1 2 1 2 
Quality/Condition 9 13 7 16 
Costs 26 38 15 35 
Neighborhood 3 4 5 12 
Not living w/ relatives 7 10 2 
Other 2 3 4 9 
Other· Not related to housing 13 19 3 7 
BLANK 8 33 
02. Once you received your Section 8 certificate, did you have a difficult 
time finding housing? (Circle one.) 
! 
32 ,. Yes 
68 2. No==> If No, please go to question 4. 
03. Did you experience any of the following? (Circle all that apply.) 
13 17 a. Difficulty finding housing in.the acceptable rent range 
7 9 b. Difficulty finding housing of the right size 
14 18 c. Difficulty finding housing in a neighborhood you wanted to live in 
11 14 d. Difficulty finding housing which met Section 8 standards 
4 5 e. Difficulty finding housing near services and transportation you 
needed 
20 26 f. Landlords who wouldn't rent to you because you had a Section 8 
certificate 
9 12 g. Landlords who wouldn't rent to you because you are a single parent 
MINNESOTA CENTER FOR SURVEY RESEARCH PAGE 6 
BOSS EVALUATION PROJECT 
Q4. Once you received your Section 8 certificate, did you need assistance 
in finding housing? 
Freq ! 
17 23 1. Yes 
58 77 2. No==> If No, please go to question 6. 
1 BLANK 
QS. Who did you receive assistance from? (Circle all that apply.) 
6 
9 
7 
5 
23 
53 
8 
12 
9 
7 
Q6. 
Q7. 
30 
70 
Q8. 
a. BOSS counselors 
b. Section 8 office 
c. Family or friends 
d. Other (Specify 
What were the two most important reasons 
neighborhood and residence? (Open-ended) 
Q6A 
Value Freq 
Size 4 
Location 13 
Quality/Condition 5 
Costs 0 
Neighborhood 20 
Near schools 11 
Near parents/family 3 
Near worlc 2 
Been living in area 9 
Near daycare 0 
Other 6 
BLANK 3 
Prior to entering the BOSS program, were 
someone else in order to afford it? 
1. Yes 
2. No 
How many times have you moved in the last 
Value Freq 
0 6 
1 20 
2 24 
3 13 
4 6 
5 4 
6 2 
7 1 
for choosing your current 
Q6B 
! Freq ! 
6 3 5 
18 7 12 
7 14 24 
0 2 3 
27 7 12 
15 7 12 
4 4 7 
3 4 7 
12 1 2 
3 6 
8 6 10 
18 
you sharing housing with 
five years? 
! 
8 
26 
32 
17 
8 
5 
3 
Q9. What was the reason for your last move? (Open-ended) 
Value Freq ! 
Size 11 16 
Location 4 6 
Quality/Condition 8 11 
Costs 1 1 
Neighborhood 6 9 
Near school 2 3 
Bought house 3 4 
Got Section 8 11 16 
No longer had Section 8 1 1 
Other 24 34 
BLANK 5 
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Q10. In what ways, if any, would your life be different if you did !lll 
receive a Section 8 certificate as part of the BOSS program? (Open-ended) 
Q11. 
Freq ! 
11 15 
25 34 
14 19 
9 12 
9 12 
5 7 
3 
Q10A Q10B Q10C 
Value Freq ! Freq ! Freq 
Living substandard 3 5 4 13 0 
Couldn't pay bills 12 19 4 13 0 
Unable to attend school 8 13 3 10 0 
All income on rent 11 18 3 10 0 
Yelfare dependent 7 11 2 7 0 
Unable to buy house 1 2 2 7 0 
Living w/ relatives 6 10 1 3 0 
Lower self-esteem 1 2 8 26 
Living in smaller apt. 3 5 2 7 0 
Yaiting for Section 8 2 0 0 
Yorse neighborhood 0 0 1 
Other 10 16 2 7 2 
BLANK 13 45 72 
COUNSELORS 
How often did you have contact with your counselor? (Circle one.) 
1. More than once a month 
2. Once every 1-2 months 
3. Every 2·3 months 
4. Every 4-6 months 
5. Every 6-12 months 
6. Less than once a year 
BLANK 
Q1Z. Yere you able to spend as much time as you wanted to with your 
counselor? 
70 95 
4 5 
z 
1. Yes 
2. No 
BLANK 
! 
25 
25 
so 
Q13. In your opinion, how important was your counselor to your progress 
in the BOSS program? (Circle one.) 
41 54 1 • Very important 
24 32 2. Somewhat important 
11 15 3. Not very important 
Q14. In your opinion, how helpful was your counselor? (Circle one.) 
55 73 1. Very helpful 
12 16 2. Somewhat helpful 
8 11 3. Not very helpful 
1 BLANK 
Q15. In what ways could your counselor have been more helpful? 
Value Freq ! 
None/great counselor 19 42 
Provide ~ore info 7 15 
Better trained 1 2 
Contacted me more often 4 9 
Helpful as possible 9 20 
Other 6 13 
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--------------------------------------------------------------------------
TRAIIIJIIG 
--------------------------------------------------------------------------
Q16. Did you enroll in school or a training program while participating in 
BOSS? 
Freq ! 
60 80 
15 20 
1. Yes 
2. No==> If No, please go to question 19. 
BLANK 
33 
15 
7 
1 
4 
16 
Q17. How satisfied were you with your school or training program? 
(Circle one.) 
55 1. Very satisfied 
25 2. Somewhat satisfied 
12 3. Neutral 
2 4. Somewhat dissatisfied 
7 5. Very dissatisfied 
BLANK 
Q18. Do you feel the amount of education/training you received was enough 
to enable you to get a better job? 
35 62 
22 39 
19 
1. Yes 
2. No 
BLANK 
CHILD CARE 
Q19. How important to your progress in the program was the assistance BOSS 
provided in finding and obtaining child care? (Circle one.) 
23 33 1. Very important 
14 20 2. Somewhat important 
32 46 3. Not very important 
7 BLANK 
Q20. What kind of child care services were you using at the time the BOSS 
program ended or when you completed the program? (Circle all that 
apply.) 
26 34 a. Family or friends 
4 5 b. Someone came t~ my home 
33 43 c. Professional child care center 
4 5 d. None, I was taking care of my own child(ren) 
16 21 e. I did not need child care services 
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Q21. What kind of child care services are you using now? (Circle all that apply) 
Freq ! 
28 37 a. Family or friends 
, 1 b. Someone comes to my home 
22 29 c. Professional child care center 
5 7 d. None, I am taking care of my own child(ren) 
23 30 e. I do not need child care services 
Q22. Did your child care situation improve while you were participating in 
the BOSS program? (Circle one.) 
30 42 
24 33 
18 25 
4 
1. Yes 
2. No 
3. I do not need child care services 
BLANk'. 
Q23. What problems did you face in arranging child care while participating 
in the BOSS program? (Circle all that apply.) 
5 7 a. Age of child(ren) 
29 39 b. Costs too high 
11 15 c. Hours 
7 9 d. Waiting lists 
16 21 e. Quality of care 
13 17 f. Location 
12 16 g. No subsidies available 
4 5 h. Didn't qualify for subsidy 
2 3 i. Other (Describe) _____________ _ 
36 47 j. No problems==> If No problems, please go to Question 25. 
Q24. Which two problems were the most troublesome? 
024A 0248 
Value Freq ! Freq ! 
Age of children 1 3 0 
Cost 16 52 3 11 
Hours 3 10 4 15 
Waiting lists 1 3 
Quality of care 4 13 5 19 
Location 2 7 10 37 
No subsidies available 3 10 1 4 
Didn't qualify for subsidies 0 1 4 
Other 1 3 3 11 
BLANk'. 45 49 
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CASE PLAN 
Q25. How helpful to :t.2.!:!. was the case plan that you arranged with your 
counselor at the beginning of the program? (Circle one.) 
Freq ! 
11 16 
29 41 
30 43 
6 
1. Not very helpful 
2. Somewhat helpful 
3. Very helpful 
BLANK 
Q26. How satisfied were you with the way you and your counselor developed 
your case plan? (Circle one.) 
30 43 1 • Very satisfied 
14 20 2. Somewhat satisfied 
15 21 3. Neutral 
4 6 4. Somewhat dissatisfied 
7 10 5. Very dissatisfied 
6 BLANK 
Q27. Were you able to make the changes you wanted in your case plan? 
35 54 1. Yes 
7 11 2. No 
23 35 3. I didn't want to make any changes 
11 BLANK 
Q28. Do you feel you have achieved all the goals that you stated on that 
plan? 
39 59 
27 41 
10 
1. Yes 
2. No==> What would have helped you to achieve those goals? 
BLANK 
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c. Your ability to buy 
necessities (food, clothing, 
gas, busfare) when you 26 18 15 3 8 Freq 
completed the program (37) (26) (21) (4) ( 11 ) (X) 
d. Your current ability to 23 23 13 7 5 
buy necessities (32) (32) ( 18) (10) (7) 
e. Your ability to cope with 
your children when you 34 17 11 4 1 
completed the program (51) (25) (16) (6) (2) 
f. Your ability to cope with 40 16 9 3 
your children now (58) (23) C 13) (4) ( 1 ) 
g. Your ability to get health 
care when you completed 23 21 14 2 10 
the program (33) (30) (20) (3) C 14) 
h. Your ability to get 29 15 11 6 9 
health care now (41) C 21 ) (16) (9) (13) 
i. Your ability to find 
assistance for housing, 
food, clothing and 
financial needs when you 22 16 18 7 7 
completed the program (31) (23) (26) (10) C 10) 
j. Your current ability to 21 14 18 8 8 
find assistance (30) (20) (26) ( 12) (12) 
-------------------------------------------------------------------
le. Your housing situation 
when you completed the 31 20 14 3 1 
program (45) (29) (20) (4) ( 1 ) 
l. Your current housing 37 15 10 4 4 
situation (53 > C 21) (14) (6) (6) 
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m. Your neighborhood when 21 25 17 6 4 Freq 
you completed the program (29) (34) (23) (8) (6) (X) 
n. Your neighborhood 28 27 9 4 4 
currently (39) (38) < 13 > (6) (6) 
-------------------------------------------------------------------
o. Your job situation when 18 10 15 16 10 
you completed the program (26) (15) (22) (23) (15) 
p. Your current job 22 16 10 8 12 
situation (32) (24) C 15) (12) (18) 
-------------------------------------------------------------------
q. Your level of education 
when you completed the 20 25 13 3 8 
program (29) (36) C 19) (4) (12) 
r. Your level of education 21 26 7 9 5 
now (31) (38) (10) (13) (7) 
-------------------------------------------------------------------
s. Your sense of feeling in 
control when you 30 18 16 5 4 
completed the program (41) (25) (22) (7) (6) 
t. Your sense of feeling in 28 22 13 7 4 
control now (38) (30) C 18) C 10 > (5) 
-------------------------------------------------------------------
u. Your ability to feel good 
about yourself when you 30 20 15 3 4 
completed the program (42) (28) (21) (4) (6) 
v. Your current ability to 31 23 11 5 3 
feel good about yourself (43) (32) (15) (7) (4) 
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w. Your child care situation 
when you completed the 21 17 25 2 3 Freq 
program (31) (25) (37) (3) (4) (X) 
x. Your current child care 24 18 20 3 6 
situation (34) (25 > (28) (4) (9) 
y. Your sense of stability 
and security when you 20 24 21 3 4 
completed the program (28) (33) (29) (4) (6) 
z. Your sense of stability 22 24 14 8 5 
and security now (30) (33) C 19) C 11 ) (7) 
032. ~hat things about the BOSS program would you like to see changed? 
(Open-ended) 
032A 0328 032C 
Value Freq ! fllq ! fllq ! 
Hore direct financial 
assistance 2 5 0 0 
Less paperwork 2 0 0 
Hore stable funding 2 5 0 0 
Hore contact w/ counselor 3 7 0 0 
Hore professionally 
trained counselors 2 1 11 0 
Continue the program 8 18 2 22 0 
Specific services already 
offered 9 21 5 56 so 
Specific services not 
already offered 5 11 0 50 
No changes 8 18 0 0 
Other 5 11 11 0 
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Q33. Are there any other co111111ents you would like to make about your needs 
or the BOSS program? 
THANK YOU FOR YOUR TIME AND COOPERATION 
Please return your completed survey to: 
Minnesota Center for Survey Research 
University of MiMesota 
2122 Riverside Avenue 
MiMeapolis. MN 55454 
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April 27, 1990 
Dear Program Participant, 
The University of Minnesota is conducting a study of the BOSS program 
in which you participated. Now that the program has ended, we are 
evaluating how well it worked, and how it did (or did not) help you. Ve 
need you to fill out the enclosed questionnaire so that the information 
gathered will represent past participants. 
All past program participants are being asked to provide information 
on these issues. You were probably contacted last year, either by phone or 
by mail, and asked a series of questions. This year's questionnaire should 
not take very long to fill out. In order that the results will truly 
represent the experiences of those who participated in the BOSS program, it 
is important that each questionnaire be completed and returned. 
You may be assured of complete confidentiality. The questionnaire 
has an identification number for mailing purposes. This is so that we may 
check your name off the mailing list when your questionnaire is returned. 
Your name will never be placed on the questionnaire. 
I would be happy to answer any questions you might have. Please 
call me at 627-4282 between 9:00 and 4:30. Thank you for your assistance. 
Sincerely, 
Villiam J. Craig 
Director 
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Last week a questionnaire seeking information from past 
participants in the Better Opportunities Through Self Sufficiency 
(BOSS) program was mailed to you. Questionnaires were sent to 
all past program participants. 
If you have already completed and returned it to us, please 
accept our sincere thanks. If not, please do so today. It is 
extremely important that yours also be included in the study if 
the results are to accurately represent past program 
participants. 
If by some chance you did not receive the questionnaire, or it 
got misplaced, please call me at 627·4282 between 9:00 and 4:30 
and I will get another one in the mail to you today. 
William J. Craig, Director 
University of Minnesota 
Minnesota Center for Survey Research 
2122 Riverside Avenue, Mpls., MN 55454 
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APPENDIX A 
May 22, 1990 
Dear Program Participant, 
A few weeks ago I wrote to you seeking information on your experience 
with the BOSS program. As of today I have not received your questionnaire. 
I am writing to you again because of the significance each 
questionnaire has to the usefulness of the study. In order to evaluate how 
well the BOSS program worked, we need to get the experiences of each 
participant, and how the program did (or did not) help you. 
All past program participants are being asked to provide information 
on these issues. You were probably contacted last year, either by phone or 
by mail, and asked a series of questions. This year's questionnaire should 
not take very long to fill out. 
You may be assured of complete confidentiality. The questionnaire 
has an identification number for mailing purposes only. Your name will 
never be placed on the questionnaire. 
In the event that your questionnaire has been misplaced, a replacement 
is enclosed. 
Your cooperation is greatly appreciated. 
Sincerely, 
Yilliam J. Craig 
Director 
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